We have three articles by Dietrich Eichholtz, a prominent East German Marxist Historian, 
specializing in fascism, German imperialism, and the political economy of the Nazi War 
economy, with a specific focus on IG Farben, the inauguration of the Four Year Plan, and its 
place in power politics in Nazi Germany. | have a brief introduction, then we have two full length 
quotes from West German historians referring negatively to East German work. Then the three 
East German documents referred to. 


Our Documents are: 


1) Harm G Schroter‘s quote on Marxist historians, citing G.Plumpe 

2) Gottfried Plumpe’'s cited section on Marxist Historians, referencing three articles by 
Dietrich Eichholtz, included after. 

3) Eichholtz’s History of the German War Economy from 1939 to 1945, War aims of the 
German monopolies. - Page: 5 - Biblio: 17 

4) A review by Dietrich Eichholtz of three contemporary (60s) works by business historians, 
dealing with bourgeois scholarship. - Page: 20 - Biblio: 40 

5) One of Eichholtz articles on original documents, “On the part of the IG Farben group in 
the preparation of the Second World War.” - Page: 43 - Biblio 49 


We begin with an argument by Harm Schröter, a West German Business Historian who | 
otherwise think highly of, that “Marxist authors had actually changed the meaning of quotations” 
a Claim as scandalous and defamatory as it is false. In his citation, he refers to Gottfried 
Plumpe’s who says of Dietrich Eichholtz, “his statements are poorly or not at all proven. For his 
apodictic theses, which amount to the fact that I.G. who is said to have been the spiritus rector 
in the preparation and implementation of the Second World War, he presents no more than 19 
sources. Only two of these are original |.G. documents.” Plumpe does not make the claim, as far 
as | could see, that Eichholtz changed the meaning of quotes, he simply says Eichholtz’s 
arguments don't use sufficient contemporary documents from IG Farben as primary sources, an 
argument so qualified as to be practically useless. Under this schema, Eichholtz’s reference to 
Hitler’s memorandum inaugurating the beginning of the four year plan apparently counts for 
nothing. Likewise references to Hitler's speeches, or other non IG documents are simply 
handwaived. 


Hitler’s memorandum is referred to by Richard Overy as “one of the most important documents 
of the whole period,” for two main reasons: it is one of the few times Hitler put his thoughts onto 
paper about policy decisions while Fuhrer, and it had profound political consequences. This 
document brings about the victory of Göring over Hjalmar Schacht in the battle for primacy in 
the economic field (Schacht’s failure at this point would ultimately save his life years later at the 
Nurnberg trials). 


Plumpe’‘s distinctions are dishonest, and Schröter‘s even more so. If Eichholtz lied then cite the 
passage where Eichholtz lied. If East German scholarship is as flawed as they pretend, why are 
their critiques based on falsehoods? The East Germans are critiqued for drawing conclusions 
based on their research, while the West Germans are much more comfortable in a position of 
assumed ignorance. The conclusions drawn by Eichholtz and other Marxist historians naturally 
sometimes go beyond what we have documentary proof of. This isn't disqualifying on its face. If 
you believe Hitler made the Nazis do the holocaust, that is going beyond the documentary 
evidence, which ought to show just how necessary it is to draw conclusions based on limited 
information. Unfortunately, the West Germans don't make the argument that Marxist historians 
are incorrect, they simply refuse to engage on these questions or draw any conclusions from the 
documents. Schroter's article we quoted from even ends by asking, “What remains an open 
question is to what extent the European strategies of the enterprises examined here 
counteracted or reinforced Nazi policies and how far they were directed by the Hitler regime.” 
It’s allegedly an open question, but offering an answer is disqualifying. 


This is not to say Eichholtz is correct about everything, of course he is not, if for no other reason 
that he was writing in 1969. His conclusion | would most challenge is the argument that IG 
farben was part of a pro-German anti-American business group in opposition to a pro-American 
group led by the indebted heavy industry of the Ruhr (Eichholtz outlines this on page 13-14 of 
this document). | think IG Farben’s close ties to John Foster Dulles, the Fords, Standard oil, as 
well as their longstanding agreements with DuPont, all point to something rather different. A 
multinational elite that had already emerged before the Second World War, which would take 
control in the postwar period, and construct many of the structures of power we still see today, 
most notably the European coal and steel community, the EU, West Germany, and NATO. But 
that's a story for another day (Good information can be gleaned from the Solvay company 
history, especially about the roles of John Foster Dulles and Hermann Abs, although the exact 
connection and relationship between Solvay and IG Farben still remains somewhat opaque). In 
the end, however profound these disagreements may be, they don't detract from Eichholtz‘s 
analysis, they simply call for it to be deepened and updated. 


Ok, thats enough of me, now onto the Primary Sources... after some notes. 


Note: If it says “IG Color Process,“ that's a mistranslation of IG Farben Trial, | cleaned it up a lot, 
but search and replace is crashing my document for some reason. It occurs mostly in the bilbio. 
Other Note: Here is another article on the GDR faction theories, focusing more on Kurt 
Gosswieler: https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.13169/worlrevipoliecon.10.3.0316 

| mentioned the Hitler Memorandum, which ought to be available | found it surprisingly hard to 
find, | wound up having to dig through Nurnberg trial investigation document microfilm, so | 
threw it up on Archive.org, here it is: 


httos://archive.org/details/ni-4955-hitler-memorandum-on-the-4-year-plan/NI-%204955%20Hitler 


%20Memorandum%200n%20the%204%20year%20plan/ 
Final Note: If it says Milk anywhere, it's a poorly translated reference to Erhard Milch. 


Berghahn, Volker Rolf, and Harm G Schröter. “Europe in the Strategies of Germany’s Electrical 
Engineering and Chemical Trusts 1919-1939.” Quest for Economic Empire: European 
Strategies of German Big Business in the Twentieth Century, Berghahn Books, Providence, RI, 
1996, pp. 35-54. 


“Since the publication of Peter Hayes Industry and Ideology it has been generally accepted that 
the involvement of the chemical and electrical engineering industries in war crimes and in the 
implementation of Grossraumwirtschaft (Large Space Economy), though undisputed and 
tangible, has not been as extensive as Marxist authors had assumed. Plumpe (21ff, 546ff) gave 
several examples showing that Marxist authors [Eichholtz, Radkau] had actually changed the 
meaning of quotations.” 


“According to Plumpe, their interpretations can hardly be maintained with scientific standards. 
Petzina‘s statement that the IG particularly benefited from Nazi economic plans and had 
influence on them is also refuted according to the evidence provided by P. (Pg 21, 546) (and 
Hayes) overall Plumpe has created the standard work on IG farben.” Pg 54 


Also I’m not gonna get into it here too much, but | must note that Hayes‘s book also was said to 
be biased almost unanimously in its reviews. If Chemical firm involvement is less than Marxists 
had assumed, it is also far more than Peter Hayes has assumed. A key example is that he 
ignored IG Farben‘s involvement in human testing, which is absurd considering German 
pharmaceutical firms had been doing human testing on patients in state hospitals for decades, 
even before the Nazis came to power. Stephan Lindner has since conclusively proved him to be 
wrong on this point in his terrific book: Inside IG Farben. 


Plumpe, Gottfried. Die I.G. Farbenindustrie AG: Wirtschaft, Technik und Politik 1904-1945. 
Germany, Duncker & Humblot, 1990. pg 28 


“Also worth mentioning in this context is the history of the German war economy from 1939 to 
1945 by Dietrich Eichholtz, which is available in two of three planned volumes. 43 For the 
corporate history of I.G. However, Eichholtz's account is extremely unreliable. This is due less to 
the fact that Eichholtz is committed to Marxist dogmatics and derives his theses essentially from 
theoretical premises, but rather to the fact that his statements are poorly or not at all proven. For 
his apodictic theses, which amount to the fact that I.G. who is said to have been the spiritus 
rector in the preparation and implementation of the Second World War, he presents no more 
than 19 sources. Only two of these are original |.G. documents [Hitler's memorandum on the 
creation of the 4 year plan evidently does not count as an original |G document to plumpe], 
which do not even come close to covering their argument, even if there is a benevolent 
willingness to engage with his theses. 44 He also quotes literature quite randomly, especially the 
works of Arthur Schweitzer and Dietmar Petzina which support his views, but are themselves 
insufficiently empirically supported. | therefore agree with Tammen and Hayes that the corporate 
history of I.G. Must start with the primary sources and should not start from theoretical 
deductions that cannot be verified or falsified in practice.” 


“44 D. Eichholtz, History of the German War Economy 1939-1945, 2 volumes. Berlin /GDR Vol. 
1, 3rd edition 1984, Vol. 2, 1985. 44 Eichholtz, Kriegswirtschaft, Vol. 1, pp. 38-50. On these ten 
pages, Eichholtz develops his fundamental interpretation of the role of I.G. during German 
preparations for war in the 1930s. In order to substantiate his far-reaching theses, he introduces 
a total of 19 source documents, two of which are original, contemporary I.G. documents, namely 
a letter from Krauch to State Secretary Milch in the Reich Aviation Ministry dated September 
14th. 1933 and an unsent draft letter from Ambros dated June 27, 1938. The zealous tone of his 
apodictic judgments stands in remarkable contrast to the inadequate source base. 

Eichholtz also disseminated his views in other publications, including: On the IG Farben Group's 
share in the preparation of the Second World War, in: Yearbook for Economic History 11/1969. 
His review of the works of Birkenfeld, Petzina and Schweitzer, "Old and new conceptions on the 
economic history of fascism in Germany", in: Yearbook for Economic History 111/1971, pp. 
231-255, is also informative for Eichholtz's position.” 


Plumpe, Gottfried. Die I.G. Farbenindustrie AG: Wirtschaft, Technik und Politik 1904-1945. 
Germany, Duncker & Humblot, 1990. pg 28 


All these dudes act like they are the only ones looking at documents, it's insulting and I'm baffled 
that so few historians have taken umbrage with it. It’s a lesson to us all, just say what you did 
was the best and ppl will be forced to believe you. 


From:Geschichte Der Deutschen Kriegswirtschaft 

The History of the German War Economy from 1939 to 1945 

By Dietrich Eichholtz 

Chapter 2) War aims and war planning of the German monopolies. 
Part A) Four-year plan and monopolies 

Pg 36-53 


“On these ten pages, Eichholtz develops his fundamental interpretation of the role of I.G. during 
German preparations for war in the 1930s,” - Plumpe. 


The economic starting point of German imperialism for the Second World War: The war aims of 
the monopolies 


The four-year plan, which Hitler announced in September 1936 at the party congress of the 
fascist party in Nuremberg with great propaganda effort, was, according to the regime's 
announcements, born out of scarcity and threat and was supposed to serve the defense of the 
existence and the economic basis of life of the German people. Nevertheless, the aggressive 
expansionist basic line of the plan shone through clearly enough through the wild 
anti-communist and anti-Soviet tirades of Hitler's speech, when he shouted demagogically to his 
fanatical followers: "If the Urals with their immense raw material treasures, Siberia with its rich 
forests and the Ukraine with its immense areas of grain lay in Germany, it would swim in 
abundance under National Socialist leadership. We would produce, every single German would 
have more than enough to live on. "69 Hitler's secret memorandum of August 26, 1936 provided 
more comprehensive and clearer information about the actual goals of the Four-Year Plan 
policy.70 The Four-Year Plan was an instrument of the aggressive policy of the most 
reactionary, war-loving circles of German finance capital. If it was lack that was the inspiration 
for the Four-Year Plan, it was the lack of expansion opportunities for the monopolies; and it was 
the deficiencies in the war-economic potential of German imperialism that were to be remedied 
with its help. The Four-Year Plan policy was a policy of immediate economic preparation to the 
imperialist war. Erich Neumann, Goring's permanent secretary of state in the Four-Year Plan 
organization, formulated their goal five years later without equivocation: "It was therefore 
important to bring Germany militarily and economically into a state in which it could enter the 
political conflict over the Greater Reich solution with the prospect of the greatest success. This 
had to bring two results, namely firstly the restoration of the German people's own economic 
foundations, which had been destroyed by the Treaty of Versailles, and secondly an expansion 
of Germany's sphere of influence, which would allow it to supplement its own economic forces 
from outside to the extent necessary, i.e. also to ensure the life and prosperity of the German 
people completely and permanently by organizing exchange with neighboring areas."71 The 
plan and the policy of economic "self-sufficiency" or autarky not only corresponded to the 
immediate profit wishes of the monopolies actively involved in the four-year policy, but also to 
their expansionist ideas. The plan was to form the economic basis for their far-reaching 
imperialist objectives. They were not "only" concerned with the immediate profit from the 
four-year plan investments and from the armaments business in general, with the profit from the 
sweat of the German workers; they were primarily concerned with the enormous profit that could 


only be made from the blood of entire peoples, indeed entire continents. The mass shedding of 
blood was merely the continuation of the sweat extraction by other means, by means of war. 
The thesis of bourgeois historiography that Hitler and the fascist party only made use of the 
large corporations or even forced the "economy" to serve their goals because they could not do 
without their industrial and scientific capacities completely distorts the facts. In reality, the 
Four-Year Plan policy was the path of German finance capital itself to its war and its war aims, 
which it wanted to finally and swiftly conquer with the help of the political and military power of 
the Hitler clique and Hitler's army." The year 1935 ushered in a new phase of military 
rearmament with the proclamation of general conscription. The armaments business grew by 
leaps and bounds as the number of divisions, tank corps, aircraft squadrons and warships 
soared. But the economic and political rulers saw further. The war, which was now approaching, 
demanded decisions of a strategic nature in all areas. The corporate and bank lords played a 
direct and leading role in these decisions in high state-monopoly positions. They planned the 
strategy of economic preparation for war, calculated and assessed the far-reaching economic 
consequences of the approaching war. The German monopolies now believed themselves to be 
much closer to their old goals - liquidation of the Versailles system and its consequences, 
domination of Europe, supremacy in the world. This spurred on their activity and initiative. They 
submitted urgent, more or less far-sighted and comprehensive proposals, plans and demands to 
the fascist state and party authorities. At the same time, they were engaged in an increasingly 
fierce struggle among themselves for favorable state-monopoly starting positions for the new 
rearmament phase. The Saar industrialist Hermann Röchling, ruler of the Röchling Group, had 
been conferring and corresponding with Goring about autarchy plans since the fall of 1935. His 
first goal, the incorporation of the Saar region into fascist Germany, had been achieved; he was 
already preparing to fight for greater goals, now in the form of a "possible military conflict "73 In 
this case, he was convinced "that we would have enough iron ore in Germany to cover our 
needs." After Göring's appointment as "Commissioner for the Four-Year Plan", he made a 
plausible calculation: "The great task of supplying Germany entirely with its own ores in an 
emergency comprises. In my opinion, at least the production of 14 million tons of pig iron per 
year, as much as we had available in 1916 and 1917. Our opponents had four to five times as 
much production and could make any amount of iron available for the war effort. Our troops 
were not amply supplied with the necessary ammunition, nor with the other requirements. At the 
same time, the railroad had to make an unheard-of depletion of its material ... So the conclusion 
is that we must have at least the pig iron quantity of the war with 14 million tons of iron per year 
available if we want to cover our needs to some extent. You may say that you would like that 
too, but that it is not achievable. | would reply to that: "Since the ore is available and we still 
have human reserves, | cannot see why this goal cannot be achieved." 74 Krupp and Flick also 
supported the plan to make German imperialism largely independent of imports of iron ore, 
which were at risk in the event of war. They were among the pillars of the state-monopoly 
Four-Year Plan grouping, which gathered around the core of this grouping, the 
G6ring/IG-Farben interest and power bloc. The IG Farben Group assumed a dominant 
state-monopoly position in the Four-Year Plan.75 From the very beginning, production and 
investment planning in the Four-Year Plan, as well as the implementation of the plans, were 
largely monopolized by the representatives of the IG Farben Group. 


Chemical investments accounted for 91.5 percent of total investments. In the first year 1936/37, 
the Group accounted for76: 

Total amount of industrial investments in the chemical sector: 66.5 percent 

including mineral oil production: 72.7 percent 

Excluding mineral oil production: 85.7 percent 

The role of this largest German company in the history and prehistory of the Four-Year Plan 
provides direct insight into a key problem of all pre-war and wartime history: the attitude of the 
German monopolies to the war and the war aims they were pursuing in concrete terms. 

The direct links to the Nazi Party, which Carl Duisberg and Carl Bosch had already established 
some time before 1933 through their "young people" such as Ilgner, Gattineau and Butefisch, 
were expanded into a solid network of state-monopoly influence after the transfer of power to 
the Hitler clique. Bosch, who had been "in direct contact with the government in Berlin for weeks 
from May/June 1933 at the latest" and had been "consulted" by Hitler during this time,77 
brought the company the Feder-Bosch Agreement of December 1933 as the immediate and 
provisional fruit of his highly active political and economic policy efforts. 78 At the same time, he 
still had direct relations with the army (Heereswaffenamt) and the air force 
(Reichsluftfahrtministerium) in the summer of 1933. 79 The reason for these advances was the 
foreseeable large armaments business with synthetic rubber and fuel. State Secretary Erhard 
Milch in the Reich Aviation Ministry had been sounded out for Bosch by a "good acquaintance", 
namely Albert Vogler, head of Vereinigte Stahlwerke AG80 , who had apparently even 
approached Hitler himself about the matter.81 Bosch had this important connection, which led to 
Göring, made through Carl Krauch, one of the most capable and unscrupulous younger group 
directors. 

It was the IG Farben Group, it was Krauch, who first used the term "four-year plan" for his 
comprehensive state-monopoly reorganization programs and proposals. In the late summer of 
1933, Krauch used this term to describe a production program for synthetic fuels that he had 
presented; this was the content of a memorandum that the company sent to State Secretary 
Milch on September 14, 1933. 82 The first "Four-Year Plan Memorandum" was thus in fact a 
pure IG Farben product in terms of its origins: "| hope that | have provided you with basic 
documents for an expansion of the German fuel industry with this treatise," Krauch's 
accompanying letter83 stated, and the memorandum itself already called for the appointment of 
a fuel commissioner.84 Krauch expanded the company's state monopoly positions in the 
following years. When the last political barriers to rearmament, especially of the Luftwaffe, fell in 
1935, the company's state-monopoly activities reached new heights. With the transition to the 
open development of the Luftwaffe, the RLM was given significant new opportunities to finance 
air armament itself - from its own budget - and to an increased extent; it was no longer 
dependent on the detour via Schacht's offices. This meant that the gentlemen of the IG Farben 
Group also sensed the morning air. They became very active in new, extensive negotiations 
about synthetic rubber and fuel and at the same time tried to secure firm state monopoly 
positions. To all appearances, they also became heavily involved in the strategic issues of air 
armament and began to push through their general political line in ever closer cooperation with 
Göring's apparatus. In mid-1935, they invited State Secretary Milch to the test centers for 
synthetic production. Milch wrote to Krauch after his visit: “Dear Mr. Krauch! First of all, | would 
like to thank you in particular for the warm welcome we received in Oppau. The demonstrations 


and explanations made a lasting impression on all the participants. | personally also reported 
immediately to General Goring, who is also interested in these very issues. As soon as his 
summer vacation is over, he intends to ask you to come to Karinhall in the Schorfheide at your 
leisure and discuss the major points of view with you. "85 At Milch's request, the company 
immediately sent one of its specialists to Office C (Technical Office) of the RLM as a "liaison 
officer". According to his reply to Milch, Krauch could hardly wait to be informed of the date of 
the announced invitation to Goring.86 The highly significant discussion between Goring and 
Krauch must have taken place at the end of August 1935 or a little later, in which the new 
state-monopoly power bloc of Géring/IG-Farben was launched.87 It will be no coincidence that 
shortly after these events, at the party congress in September 1935, Hitler formulated the basic 
ideas of the four-year plan for the first time in his proclamation, still in brief but already clear 
outlines. In view of the difficulties in foreign trade, it said, "we have decided to make Germany 
independent of imports by producing our own materials." Hitler listed these materials: "Petrol 
from coal ..., German fibrous materials, artificial rubber, development of our own oil wells, our 
own old and new ore deposits".88 Here the "major points of view" that had been discussed 
between Goring and Krauch reappeared! The course of events that followed leaves no doubt 
about the leading role of the IG Farben Group in the realization of the Four-Year Plan. Krauch, 
now the "decisive advisor to Goring "89, achieved extraordinary successes in strengthening the 
state monopoly position of his company. In April 1936, Göring became Commissar for Raw 
Materials and Foreign Exchange. His powers encroached significantly on the authority of the 
Reich Minister of Economics (Schacht). The idea of being appointed Commissioner for 
Domestic Fuel Production had already been expressed by Goring in March - in full agreement 
with the IG Farben Group.90 According to all preceding and subsequent events and 
developments, the spiritus rector of the final establishment of the Commissariat for Raw 
Materials and Foreign Exchange and its staff can be sought in the IG Farben Group. It was a 
clever tactical move to inspire Göring - the most powerful political figure in the state after Hitler - 
to come up with this idea and to help him to this office, who, as an absolute dilettante in 
economic matters, had to be and remain completely dependent on the advice and policies of the 
"experts" and "advisors". Tactics of this kind were very familiar to the monopolies and were 
typical of the fascist era. In any case, not only the Keppler office, but also a team of IG experts 
under Carl Krauch, which later grew steadily, were immediately incorporated into Göring's staff. 
The "Office for German Raw Materials and Materials" of the Four-Year Plan, into which Krauch's 
group was absorbed in the fall of 1936, formed the basis and the most important central part of 
the extensive Four-Year Plan authorities. First, however, the months from May to August 1936 
saw a feverish flurry of activity among all state monopolist groups interested in economic policy. 
All parties and groups involved in the disputes over the course to be taken in the arms industry 
demanded the most comprehensive state monopolist powers. In August, Schacht pressed for 
decisions in his favor. Goring stalled him. On August 15, he had received a report on the 
situation from the Krauch Group ("Research and Development"), which had been drawn up with 
the greatest speed, and had taken it to Hitler.91 Hitler worked just as promptly. Using Krauch's 
report, he compiled his four-year plan memorandum in just a few days, which finally tipped the 
scales in favor of the group around Goring/IG-Farben in the state-monopoly group struggle. 
Arthur Schweitzer aptly describes the IG Farben Group's direct involvement in this 
memorandum: "Krauch's department not only provided the first proposals for producing 


substitutes according to a predetermined plan but this plan also suggested to the Nazis the 
basic ideas that led to the specific goals - save point seven - in Hitler's memorandum."92 This 
means that Hitler produced his Four-Year Plan memorandum, this key document of 
fascist-imperialist aggression, in close cooperation with the IG Farben group (via 
G6ring-Krauch). In the face of more cautious and reserved voices, the IG Farben group opted 
for a blitzkrieg strategy and a plan of economic "self-sufficiency" and autarky. The four-year plan 
was nothing other than its economic blitzkrieg concept. According to the design and thrust of the 
plans, there was no doubt that the war that was being prepared economically was not only to be 
directed against the Soviet Union, but also against those imperialist states that could impose an 
economic blockade against German imperialism, in particular by blocking the raw materials 
essential to the war, oil and rubber. This had to be obvious to anyone capable of judgment. The 
plan was an economic declaration of war on the Western imperialist states, including the USA, 
and thus laid bare the main expansionist thrust of German monopoly capital and the monopoly 
grouping associated with the Four-Year Plan. The war-oriented line of Germany's largest 
corporation became immediately and unmistakably apparent in 1938, when the concept and 
organizational structure of the Four-Year Plan changed on the initiative and with the leading 
participation of this corporation. "The original plans aimed at self-sufficiency were replaced by 
the goal of direct preparation for mobilization, which meant a transition from the relatively broad 
planning concept to concentration on just a few products that were important to the war effort. 
93 It was Krauch and his staffs in the Four-Year Plan Authority and in the company itself who 
formally enforced these changes with brute force. Göring had first put Colonel Fritz Löb and 
other officers from the Luftwaffe General Staff in charge of the Office for German Raw Materials 
and Materials, the central four-year plan authority,94 and some of its departments, apparently to 
create a counterweight to the economic authorities of the OKI and OKW. When Löb's report on 
the first year of the Four-Year Plan (autumn 1937) was not very successful, ignored the 
dominant position of the IG Farben Group and demanded unrestricted powers for himself by 
creating a "Reich Raw Materials Office", he was replaced in the following months by Krauch with 
the assistance of Paul Körner, Göring's state secretary and personal representative in the 
Four-Year Plan, was convicted of incompetence, overplayed and finally removed. Gritzbach said 
of the events: "Thanks to his comprehensive knowledge of the subject matter, Krauch easily 
asserted his point of view in factual matters. He also contradicted misconceptions and 
exaggerated demands, even when they came from the highest authorities. Among other things, 
he made it clear that L6b's plans were based on false conclusions. He replaced them with his 
own, the so-called Krauchplan, which, after several meetings in Korner's office, was then laid 
down in Karinhall with Göring and put into practice."95 In those months of 1938, events 
unfolded at lightning speed. The IG Farben Group set the pace. At the beginning of the year, 
Krauch brought down Colonel Löb. The Office for German Raw Materials and Materials, which 
Löb had headed, became the Reich Office for Economic Expansion, a higher Reich authority of 
which Krauch became the de facto head. But the company wanted more. It pushed for an 
armaments coordination center with extraordinary powers. In June, Krauch, presumably with 
Göring's knowledge and approval, ordered an official letter from the company to himself. IG 
director Otto Ambros, one of his confidants, wrote him this letter on June 27. It contained the 
state-monopoly program of the IG Farben Group 96: "A single responsible body must be 
created, in the manner of the British Ministry of Defense, which decides all questions of 
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research, planning, financing and contractual regulation and the supervision of execution and 
which is valid as a voice for (presumably instead of: the - D. E.) Wehrmacht and all responsible 
Reich ministries. As a preparatory committee, this above-mentioned body should form a board 
of trustees consisting of responsible representatives of the army, the Reich Ministry of Finance, 
the Reich Office for Economic Expansion and industry, which, like the 'Vertei-digungsrat' in the 
World War, would draw up the proposals and submit them for decision. This council directs the 
providence (must mean: research - D. E.) and determines the planning, especially the order of 
the projects. The Ministry of Defense then arranges the financing and contractual regulations 
through the Ministry of Economics and the execution, material procurement, the use of labor, 
the regulation of tariff issues, etc. through the office of the Four-Year Plan, i.e. through the Reich 
Office for Economic Development. What we need if German rearmament is to proceed at the 
necessary speed and to be carried out according to national principles is that there is only one 
responsible body facing us." It is easy to see from this document that the IG Farben Group had 
an absolute claim to leadership in the required armaments and war economy organization. It 
intended to exercise this claim primarily through the Reich Office for Economic Expansion, but 
also through industrial representatives in the aforementioned supreme board of trustees or 
defense council, i.e. through delegates directly from the company. The company did not fully 
implement its program. But in the chemicals sector, it succeeded in considerably expanding and 
stabilizing its position in the state monopoly apparatus at the expense of the Wehrmacht 
agencies in particular. On June 30, 1930, the "Krauchplan”, also known as the "Karinhallplan" 
and officially the "Wehrwirtschaftlicher neuer Erzeugungsplan” after its confirmation on July 12, 
replaced the extensive plans of the Amt fur deutsche Roh- und Werkstoffe in view of their 
obvious failure. The Krauchplan now only contained strongly enforced programs for the 
expansion of the production of mineral oil, buna and light metals as well as - more recently - 
powder, explosives, warfare agents (i.e. toxic gases especially) and their precursors. It was 
planned for four years (until 1942/43), so that the four-year plan of 1936 had de facto been 
transformed into a six-year plan. But the German imperialists had no intention of postponing 
their expansion and war plans accordingly. By August 13, 1938, Krauch and his group had 
drawn up the so-called Rapid Plan for Powder, Explosives and Chemical Warfare Agents, 
including precursors, which from then on formed a special part of the Krauch Plan. It provided 
for an additional increase in capacity and production with the aim of supplying the fascist 
Wehrmacht to the maximum by the fall of 1939 and preparing it to strike. "In the opinion of the 
agencies involved and the implementing industry, the Rapid Plan exhausted the maximum 
possibility of increase by the fall of 1939. The rapid plan has been agreed in detail and full 
agreement has been reached between 

OKW (Wstb) - OKH (Wa A) - Dr. Krauch. 
From now on, the present rapid plan is the common basis for the actions of all agencies 
involved. By the end of 1939, capacity will be increased in accordance with the rapid plan to 
such an extent that in all areas practically the greatest German production potential still 
achieved in the world war will be attained."98 With this, the date of the earliest possible start of 
the war was truly already extremely precisely predetermined and planned in advance. In the 
"summary" of the first version of the rapid plan, Krauch, as in the original draft plan of 10 June 
1999, had unequivocally demanded the appropriate powers for himself: "It must be expressly 
noted that the accelerated expansion plan reproduced here can only be realized if a 
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fundamentally new and streamlined combination of planning and implementation is carried out 
by a single authority." 100 In the final version of August 13, it was again stated: "The 
implementation of the accelerated plan is only possible if very special (wartime) powers are 
given to the body responsible for implementation." 101 These demands were soon largely 
fulfilled with Krauch's appointment to the Chemical Division. Göring proceeded systematically to 
counter resistance to Krauch's authorization, especially from the Wehrmacht. On July 16, 1938, 
he sent a circular letter to the Reich ministers in which he explained that in view of the political 
situation, but especially due to the "necessity of the accelerated implementation of the 
Four-Year Plan and the readiness of the mob", he would be forced "to appoint so-called 
plenipotentiaries in particularly decisive areas, who would be authorized to take all measures in 
the special areas assigned to them and to provide all authorities and departments with the 
necessary instructions. These instructions must be complied with immediately, as they are 
issued on my behalf." Objections would have "no suspensive effect whatsoever".102 On August 
22, 1938, Göring appointed Krauch as his plenipotentiary - shortly afterwards as general 
plenipotentiary - "for the production of mineral oil, rubber and light metals, of gunpowder and 
explosives as well as for the production of chemical warfare agents" It is your task,” it continued 
Krauch's authorization, "to promote the implementation of the production programs with every 
possible emphasis, to continuously monitor the ongoing work, to remove obstacles as quickly as 
possible and to ensure all necessary conditions for their proper continuation." 103 

On the same day, Goring issued an "order to implement the new defense industry production 
plan and the rapid plan" This reveals the dominant position which Krauch now occupied and 
which represented a deep intrusion into the powers of the Wehrmacht agencies and the Reich 
Ministry of Economics. The order had the following wording 104: 


“1) The overall management of the implementation of the new military economic production plan 
ordered for the expansion of powder, explosives and K-substance factories and their preliminary 
products, as well as the rapid plan, is transferred to Dr. Krauch. He thus bears full responsibility 
for the timely implementation of the program and the provision of the necessary resources 
(money, steel, building materials, manpower, etc.). 


2) The implementation of the production plan must be carried out in close cooperation with the 
Wehrmacht according to the following distribution of tasks: 


a) Program and planning: Dr. Krauch. 

When drawing up the program and the plans, the military aspects to be represented by the 
Wehrmacht are to be taken as a basis and the chemical-technical requirements represented by 
the Wehrmacht are to be largely taken into account. 

b) Construction implementation: OKH (Wa A) 

Land acquisition by ‘Montan’, placing of orders, invoicing, collection, administration and 
accounting of the funds allocated by Dr. Krauch. (With the exception of non-military preliminary 
products). 

c) Commissioning: by OKH (Wa A) 

As far as militarily necessary. 
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3) In order to ensure the closest possible cooperation between Dr. Krauch and OKH (Wa A) as 
closely as possible, the following measures are to be implemented: 

(a) Formation of a construction staff by Dr. Krauch, to which OKH (Wa A) shall send a 
permanent representative. 

b) Assignment of a permanent representative of Dr. Krauch to OKH (Wa A). 

c) Creation of control bodies (authoritative experts) by Dr. Krauch, who are also available to 
OKH (Wa A) in conjunction with Dr. Krauch for control purposes. 


4) The implementation of the production plan in the area of non-military preliminary products will 
be carried out in a corresponding manner with OKW (WStb), the secondment of mutual 
representatives will initially take place on a case-by-case basis." Fully aware of his new 
comprehensive powers, Krauch reported to the Group. He quoted his authorization in detail and 
continued: "I may further inform you that, in accordance with the orders of the General Field 
Marshal, further planning will be carried out in close consultation with the Wehrmacht under my 
direction ...” 105 


The enormous increase in state-monopoly power of IG Farben and its clearly dominant role in 
the four-year plan grouping was offset by the loss of position of other monopolies and groups of 
monopolies. The transition to the four-year plan policy was associated with fierce disputes within 
the state monopoly mechanism. But it would be a mistake to overestimate these struggles and 
power shifts. Not only did all the large monopolies profit from the armaments boom; the 
preparations for aggression and warlike expansion were also supported by all the important 
groups of German monopoly capital and by all its large interest groups and state-monopoly 
organizations. The real significance of the disputes of the immediate pre-war years in the 
economy and also in other areas lay in the fact that in the course of the war preparations the 
objective tendency towards growing concentration and centralization of state-monopoly 
regulatory power made itself strongly felt and asserted itself, especially in the form of the 
Four-Year Plan. This tendency, however, cannot have any other effect than in the struggle of the 
great competitors for economic and political power. The overestimation of the divergent 
competitive interests and the underestimation of the general and common imperialist interest of 
all monopolies in expansion, armament and war are also based on a false fundamental thesis of 
recent bourgeois historiography. This thesis, which has been popular since Schweitzer's work, 
states that until 1936 "big industry" could be seen as a unified power bloc, which was 
independent of fascist politics and the party - and thus basically not fully involved and 
responsible - and whose state exponent was Hjalmar Schacht; but that after Schacht's ousting, 
big industry split up into an accumulation of conflicting corporate interests and egoisms. It had 
thus disappeared as a power factor and made way for the fascist party (Hitler, Goring, Ley), 
which had now also assumed full control of the economy. It is occasionally conceded that the 
chemical industry (IG-Farben) collaborated with the party as an outsider and drew partial benefit 
from it.106 The sources convey a completely different picture. What clearly emerged in 1936 
was a change of leadership between state-monopoly groupings, as is often the case with 
political changes of course. In this year, the rearmament concept of the 
Schacht/Thyssen/Thomas grouping, which was also a specific foreign policy and war concept, 
was replaced by the concept of the Goéring/IG-Farben grouping, known as the Four-Year Plan, 
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which Hitler supported through his intervention. The primary reasons for this shift in power within 
the ruling class were, in the longer term, differences in the economic interests of the corporate 
groups; in the shorter term, the need for German imperialism to make acute alternative 
decisions of the greatest political and economic significance.107 In 1938, however, not only the 
course of the now dominant state-monopoly grouping was stabilized and this grouping itself 
consolidated. In the course of the internal expansion (above all via "Aryanization") and the 
beginning external expansion (Austria, Czechoslovak Republic), the activity of the corporate 
groups that had initially been pushed from the foremost positions also multiplied; they partially 
restored their state monopoly influence even before the outbreak of war. What remained 
changed was the internal balance of power in the state monopoly mechanism and, above all, its 
internal structure, which had now been adapted more closely to the immediate preparations for 
war. As President of the Reichsbank and - since 1934 - as Reich Economics Minister, Schacht 
was the financier and organizer of the first rearmament phase from 1933 to 1935. His work was 
the dizzying financing of the rearmament (Mefo bill). During his term of office, the 
state-monopoly regulation of the German foreign trade and foreign exchange economy, soon 
known as the "New Plan", was established. His authorities had already been preparing the 
rationing of food and consumer goods for the population and numerous other emergency laws 
for the "A-case" since 1933/34. Schacht - at the time one of the most important representatives 
of the fascist regime - associated this policy with an extreme imperialist-revan-chist objective 
aimed at liquidating the Versailles system and the return of Germany as a European 
superpower and colonial power. He intended to achieve these goals with the support or at least 
the benevolent toleration of the ruling circles in the USA and, under certain circumstances, 
Great Britain. US Ambassador Dodd, who had known Schacht well for years, wrote in his diary 
in December 1937 that although he disliked Hitler's dictatorship (Schacht had only just been 
ousted from his post as Reich Economics Minister!), "50 he, like most other notable Germans, 
wants annexations - if possible, without war; but also by means of war, if the United States 
remains neutral.* 108 This specific strategic line arose from and corresponded to Schacht's 
years and decades of annexations to a certain group of German corporate capital, namely its 
"American faction" (above all Danat-Bank and Dresdner Bank/Thyssen; so named because of 
their economic and political interests). In the early years of the fascist dictatorship, Schacht was 
also an indispensable top figure in the regime for the entire German financial oligarchy, as he 
made it possible for his and his group's back the American and British financial capital from the 
threat of the then still the then still superior French military power and from international 
economic sanctions. 109 
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The differences between the political-strategic and economic conception of the 
Schacht-Thyssen group and that of Géring/IG-Farben can be summarized in the following very 
rough, model-like formula: 


Schacht/Thyssen: The goals we have set ourselves can only be achieved if we secure the 
support of the USA, at least economic support. Without this support, our potential is not 
sufficient to wage a war to the east, against the Soviet Union, and later also against the west. 
Under no circumstances can this war be waged before we have armed ourselves to the teeth, 
stockpiled all the necessary supplies and made reserves available at an optimal pace of 
armament, i.e., if possible, avoiding inflationary or other crisis-like phenomena. 


Goring/IG Farben: Our goals will inevitably bring us into conflict with all the great powers 
interested in the status quo. The war cannot be confined to the continent (including the Soviet 
Union), but Great Britain and probably also the United States will be on the opposite side in the 
war from the outset. Their initial aim is to let Germany and the Soviet Union exhaust each other 
in battle. The opposing camp will soon catch up with the German armaments advantage. Our 
potential is not sufficient for a prolonged, major war. The only way out lies in a maximally 
accelerated armament for a series of blitzkriegs, which cannot wait much longer, and 
economically in an - at least temporarily maintainable - autarky as a means against blockade. 


At the beginning of 1938 Schacht's place in the Reich Ministry of Economics was taken by new 
minister was Walther Funk, a man heavily dependent on Goring. The state-monopoly four-year 
plan grouping, whose core was the Goring/IG-Farben interest bloc, now included the majority of 
the major German corporations: Deutsche Bank and Dresdner Bank, Flick, Krupp, 
Mannesmann, Röchling, Siemens, the aircraft companies, PreuRag and Viag, and of course the 
"Hermann-Goring-Werke", and even the synthetic petrol-producing group (Knepper) from the 
Vereinigte Stahlwerke group. 

The strong minority grouping around Schacht, Thyssen and Poensgen had to accept a 
weakening of their state-monopoly positions, primarily through the outmaneuvering of the 
previously all-powerful Schacht. However, neither the Vereinigte Stahlwerke nor Klöckner and 
Hoesch suffered any significant loss of economic power; this foundation of their dominance was 
only broadened and strengthened in the second, most intensely enforced phase of rearmament 
that began with the Four-Year Plan. The Vereinigte Stahlwerke, the domain of Thyssen, Vogler 
and Poensgen, had just been completely reprivatized at the beginning of 1935. The capital 
power and internal strength of the IG Farben, the largest German and European company, had 
grown to such an extent that it would probably have withstood a prolonged, energy-sapping 
struggle between the groups. In the summer of 1937, the struggle culminated in the founding of 
the "Reichswerke Hermann Goring". The group around Thyssen and Poensgen was highly 
skeptical of this major competitive project and all the more suspicious as the profitability of the 
steel companies using Salzgitter ore could only be maintained with state subsidies; and they 
suspected that they could not be sufficiently assured of such subsidies in the current power 
constellation in the state monopoly mechanism. The IG Farben Group, on the other hand, 
supported the project, as it could only expect its own increase in power and economic 
advantages in the procurement of raw materials from state intervention in the coal and steel 
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industry. The crisis culminated at the end of August 1937 in half threatening, half imploring, in 
Krupp's case flattering telegrams from Göring to the leading coal and steel companies asking 
them not to take part in the United Steelworks’ counter-denunciation. 110 But as early as 
October, what the companies themselves called a "peace agreement" was reached between the 
Hermann-Goring-Werke and the Ruhr-Montan companies. On October 21, 1937, at the 
invitation of Deutsche Bank's Board of Managing Directors, Paul Pleiger, General Director of 
Hermann-Goring-Werke, Peter Klöckner and Friedrich Flick, representing the large coal and 
steel companies, met at the headquarters of the major bank (Berlin, Mauerstrasse 35) with 
Kimmich, a member of the Board of Managing Directors. Their written agreement stated that the 
seven large companies that had authorized Flick and Klockner to negotiate (Vereinigte 
Stahlwerke, Krupp, Gutehoffnungshutte, Hoesch, Mannesmann, Klöckner and Flick) were 
"gladly prepared to participate in the development of the new plant in a spirit of trustful 
cooperation". They offered Pleiger an equity stake. On the basis of a finished financing plan 
from Deutsche Bank, they all discussed which capital structure should be considered for the 
Reichswerke. "The two representatives of the industrial works," it was said in conclusion, 
"emphasized several times that the main reason for their willingness to participate was to inform 
Colonel General Goring that there were no differences between the large iron and steel works 
and the Hermann Goring works and that there was a mutual desire for unanimous cooperation. 
For this reason, the two gentlemen also suggested that they be received by the Colonel General 
in order to be able to discuss their attitude to the new foundation in personal talks. "111 Göring 
was very pleased with this peace offer and soon let Flick and Klöckner know that he shared their 
wish for a personal meeting.112 

En passant, the whole process also demonstrates the cardinal function that the major banks, 
above all Deutsche Bank, fulfilled in the state monopoly mechanism and which banker Kurt v. 
Schröder clearly described in 1945: 'They had a quite enormous influence on the party and on 
the government. De facto, the big banks were almost a second government." 113 The 
Ruhr-Montan corporations consolidated their positions in the long term when they 
institutionalized their economic and political agreements in the circle of the seven named 
corporations at around the same time and formed the "Small Circle" or "Circle of Seven". This 
"Council of the Gods", which was chaired by Ernst Poensgen and included one representative 
from each of the seven large corporations, met regularly and frequently in the following years, at 
times on a weekly basis. Its managing director characterized it as a "sui generis commission 
that could deal with political, cultural and scientific issues as well as economic ones." 114 The 
pressure exerted by the coal and steel bloc represented on this committee undoubtedly played 
a major role in the significant change in the management of the Reich Industry Group that took 
place at the end of 1938. On November 15, 1938, Funk appointed Wilhelm Zangen, General 
Director of the Mannesmann Group - controlled by Deutsche Bank - and a member of the "small 
circle", as head of the Reich Industry Group to replace Gottfried Dierig (Dierig textile group), 
who had been appointed by Schacht but was still weak in position. Even Zangen's first proposal 
for the select circle of leading company representatives, whom he wanted to consult in future as 
the so-called "Closer Advisory Council of the Reich Group" (also known as the "Small Advisory 
Council") and consult on important decisions, was so asymmetrical in favor of the coal and steel 
industry, especially the group represented by the "Small Circle", that Flick expressed tactical 
concerns; it was "to be feared that accusations would be made in the direction of a clique 
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economy." 115 Zangen directed the fortunes of the Reichsgruppe Industrie until the end of the 
war. Dierig's replacement by Zangen and the subsequent reorganization of the Reichsgruppe 
proved the exact opposite of the "demonstrable decline in power of the economic interest 
groups" that Mason claimed had taken place. Furthermore, it remains completely unclear how 
Mason intends to prove his thesis that the Reichs Gruppe Industries under Zangen had "little 
weight" in the ruling system.116 Here too, the facts prove the opposite. The years 1938 and 
1939 marked the high point of "Aryanization" in the German economy, in which the coal and 
steel companies and major banks played a prominent role. A thorough history of the truly 
criminal activity of the German monopolies in "Aryanization" has yet to be written. 117 With the 
first annexations of German imperialism (Austria, Czechoslovakia), however, the emphasis 
shifted more and more from expansion by means of internal German "Aryanization" - whose 
material substrate was quickly exhausted - to looting in foreign countries, until the expansionist 
urge of German monopoly capital, unleashing the war and unchained by the war, was reflected 
in the plans for the "reordering of Europe" and the whole world and in the plans for the 
"reordering of the world". Europe" and the whole world and in the barbaric attempts to realize 
them. So there can be no question of finance capital having lost power and influence in the 
state-monopoly system of fascist Germany since 1936, or of capitalism in Germany even having 
"dissolved", of bourgeois-imperialist society having been atomized into a mere accumulation of 
intersecting corporate egoisms. Thus the construction of a power vacuum, which could have 
been filled by Hitler's lone, adventurous decisions, loses its ground. At the outbreak of war, after 
a phase of intensified struggle between the state-monopoly groups, all the supporting forces 
and leading groups of German big industry and high finance were firmly established. The 
economy and its state-monopoly regulatory mechanism had become more powerful for the war. 
German imperialism was more expansionist and aggressive than ever. 
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For a number of years, bourgeois historiography has been producing a growing body of 
literature on the economic and social history of fascist Germany. The existence of this literature 
is a political issue, the roots of which we have to seek in certain ideological needs of the ruling 
imperialist class. In any case, the subject matter of the works leads us to expect that central 
problems of the history of German imperialism and fascism - in whatever guise and 
interpretation - will be addressed. The role of the monopolies, the relationship of their power to 
that of the fascist regime, war preparations and war aims of German imperialism, the 
state-monopoly organization of its armaments and war economy, finally the character of fascism 
and the Second World War in general: obviously no author will be able to completely eliminate 
these problems in the given subject matter. We will have to use their treatment as a yardstick for 
assessing the publications examined. This is all the more necessary as the debate between 
bourgeois and Marxist historiography is politically extremely topical, especially on these points. 
In the following, we will primarily examine the scientific and political conceptions that underlie 
the works under review, as well as other works that have appeared in recent years. We will 
attempt to characterize in more detail the special role that these publications play in the 
ideological debate of our time. The selection of publications made for this literature review is 
exemplary in character. 

Among the first bourgeois works on the period of the fascist dictatorship in Germany to which 
one can attribute an economic-historical character are the pamphlets by representatives of large 
German corporations. 1 Official bourgeois historiography, which was still quite reserved, 
received thorough instruction from them on how to "come to terms" with the fascist past. This 
literature declared the monopolies to be "synchronized" victims of the Hitler regime. The authors 
openly admitted that their main motive was to exonerate big business and high finance from the 
charges and accusations brought against them, especially in the industrial trials held before US 
military tribunals in Nuremberg. The climax of this massive apologetics was a book by an 
American. Significantly, it was a whole series of former Nazi and economic functionaries from 
leading positions in the state-monopoly mechanism of the armaments and war economy before 
1945 who took up the orientation given here in their publications. The economic history literature 
on the fascist period remained largely their domain during the 1950s. Among them were proven 
war criminals such as Kehrl, Riecke, Schwerin von Krosigk and Brautigam. 3 The works in the 
anthology "Bilanz des Zweiten Weltkrieges" (Review of the Second World War), in particular, 
were written directly as doctrines for (later) NATO and emergency planning in the event of a new 
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war. The authors of the twenty or so "studies" (dissertations) of the "Institute for Occupation 
Issues" in Tubingen also pursued exactly the same openly apologetic and largely directly 
pro-Fascist line that can be seen here. This obscure institution - reportedly disbanded in the 
meantime - was under the patronage of former Nazi diplomats and war criminals such as Otto 
Bräutigam and Werner Best. It was regarded as an unofficial offspring of the Bonn Foreign 
Office. The Institute's studies, for many years the only contribution of West German 
historiography to the history of the fascist occupation in Europe, unabashedly pursued the 
purpose of rehabilitating the fascist occupation policy, especially the economic "reorganization 
of Europe", in the guise of international legal apology, and were obviously intended to shield the 
new "European" policy of West German imperialism, now pursued in NATO and EEC style. 4 
The contribution of professional bourgeois economic historians, most of whom were heavily 
compromised by their "scientific" and political activities during the fascist era, remained 
extraordinarily meager. Since 1952, a booklet on Wilhelm Treue has been published in several 
editions and issues, still completely unchanged, which at least deserves attention because of its 
wide distribution as teaching material in schools and adult education centers, which is strongly 
promoted by the authorities. The book also contains the complete concept of an economy 
subjected to "totalitarianism" and abused by Hitler and the fascist party, whose actual rulers 
remain completely in the dark. 5 Weighty, comprehensive accounts of economic history have so 
far been completely lacking. In the numerous general historical surveys, the subject of economic 
history was and is largely omitted and even suppressed for a long time, concealment and denial 
was the main method used to disguise the nature and function of the German armaments and 
war economy, in particular its state-monopoly character and the criminal role of the monopolies. 
In the works that appeared, the German economy of the fascist era was generally described as 
a "totalitarian economy of coercion" under the dictates of the Nazi party. The "totalitarianism" 
theory made it possible to equate the "command economy" (from Eucken to Treue) of fascism 
and fascism in general with socialism and the socialist planned economy without regard for 
scientific purity; it seemed all the easier to praise the "free market economy", the "free basic 
order" and the "community of the free world" in relation to both. This rape of truth and science 
was in turn used as a pretext to try to disavow the history of the German economy from 1933 to 
1945 as an area of serious scientific investigation. A change has been taking place here for a 
number of years. 6 The quantitative increase in economic history literature is striking. At the 
same time, a whole number of new names and researchers of the younger generation have 
played a major role in the remarkable upsurge in publishing activity in the field under discussion 
(Birkenfeld, Carroll, Homze, Janssen, Mason, Milward, Petzina). The connection that 
undoubtedly exists here is by no means superficial. Authoritative bourgeois historians such as 
Hillgruber and Jacobsen have for some time explicitly and repeatedly emphasized that the 
economic and social history of the fascist period must be researched more closely. 7 The 
causes of this change are diverse and complex. It is rooted in certain general political and 
ideological needs and interests of the ruling imperialist class and came about not least under 
the pressure of the results and successes of Marxist historiography. The analysis of the works to 
be discussed will allow more precise statements on this problem. Schweitzer, Birkenfeld and 
Petzina deal entirely or predominantly with the pre-war period. Their works mark with 
remarkable clarity the two most important conceptual variants in bourgeois economic-historical 
research on fascism and the most recent period in general. 
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Birkenfeld, a student of Wilhelm Treue and P. E. Schramm, represents the "conservative" 
position, the traditional line of West German or (Prussian) German imperialism. His book is 
inspired by Treue, who was always an assiduous guardian of the ideological interests of 
German monopoly capital and represented them most actively during the fascist period. It was 
supervised for many years by Carl Krauch, the top representative of the IG Farben group during 
the Hitler era and the state's chief representative for chemical production, especially synthetic 
production, with the dictatorial powers of a minister of chemistry. Birkenfeld thanks him first and 
foremost in the foreword "for his willingness to help, which he showed time and again during the 
years of preparatory work" (p. 9)8. Birkenfeld's advisors also included other former Nazi 
representatives in state and industry, such as Schacht, Kehrl, Helmuth Wohlthat and Gustav 
Brecht (S. 272). The series in which the publication appears is edited by the Working Group for 
Defense Research, which is closely linked to the West German War Ministry. The book is 
presented in a "serious" manner and contains many facts, figures and documents of varying 
usefulness. Fifty pages of statistics and documents in the appendix are worthy of note. The 
tenor of the book text is extraordinarily "objective" and emphatically technical and "factual". This 
work has only one flaw: the historical truth has been completely destroyed. The basic concept of 
the book consists of a fist-thick apologia for the war preparations and the war crimes of the 
German monopolies, first and foremost the IG Farben group. 

If we are talking about synthetic fuel, then the role of the IG Farben Group and the Four-Year 
Plan, the preparation for war, must be discussed. Anyone talking about hydrogenation plants 
must mention the Feder-Bosch Agreement, the "General Plenipotentiary for Special Issues in 
Chemical Production", and must mention Auschwitz by name. All this is mentioned somewhere 
in the book - but how did it come to be! Birkenfeld knows the files of the IG Farben Nürnberg 
Trial. 

The files contain the basic material for his subject. What he does with this material and from this 
material cannot be excused by negligence or incompetence. How revealing it is that the 
documents presented by the IG bosses' defense lawyers are the part of the trial material that 
Birkenfeld makes exceptionally generous use of! This is to be demonstrated in a hundred 
ways.9 deliberate concealment, distortion and denial. Cases of exemplary importance include 1. 
the IG Farben group was instrumental in installing the Hitler clique in power after it had 
unmistakably presented its demands to Hitler, among which state aid for the stimulation of 
synthetic production occupied a prominent place. Soon afterwards, in the summer of 1933, 
when Gottfried Feder was appointed State Secretary in the Reich Ministry of Economics, the 
company ruthlessly asserted its monopoly in this field. As early as September, the company 
demanded the appointment of a fuel commissioner for the first time and proposed a "four-year 
plan" for the autarky of fuel. On December 14, 1933, Carl Bosch and Feder signed the gasoline 
agreement between the Reich and IG, known as the Feder-Bosch Agreement. The contract 
guaranteed the company the purchase of 300,000 to 350,000 tons of synthetic petrol annually 
for ten years from 1936 at fixed prices. These state profit guarantees and huge gifts from the 
state treasury were elevated to a principle and state monopoly rule by the "Law on the 
assumption of guarantees for the expansion of the raw materials industry" of December 13, 
1934. Significantly, this law applied retroactively for over a year from December 1, 1933. 
Birkenfeld completely conceals the role of the company and the German monopolies in general 
in bringing the fascists to power. He denies any political or even economic significance of the 
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negotiations between Bosch's emissaries Butefisch and Gattineau and Hitler in 1932. The petrol 
contract was to be seen as a "job creation" measure, but not "from the outset (as) part of the 
rearmament policy" (p. 30 f.). The memorandum of September 1933 is omitted at this point and 
later, without mentioning the demand for a fuel commissioner quoted by Schweitzer10 , is 
interpreted in a trivializing way (p. 62 f.). In this way, Birkenfeld arrives at his most important 
protective assertion: the "conclusion of an ‘alliance’ (of the company - D. E.) with the party and 
the Wehrmacht in connection with preparations for war" is "unjustified and also unhistorical" (p. 
31).2 The beginning of open and comprehensive war preparations in 1935 led to considerable 
tactical differences of opinion within the ruling imperialist class. The IG Farben group decisively 
supported Goring against Schacht, whose somewhat more cautious rearmament and war 
concept did not take sufficient account of the IG interests. In April 1936, Goring became 
Commissar for Raw Materials and Foreign Exchange - thus "Fuel Commissioner" - and in 
October 1936 "Commissioner for the Four-Year Plan". His key "advisors" and economic experts 
were provided by the IG Farben group. It has been proven that Hitler's famous four-year plan 
memorandum of August 1936 was essentially based on a draft by the IG Farben team under 
Carl Krauch, which had been working as an independent department in Goring's staff since 
April. In the planning template of the Krauch department, the deadlines for "covering the 
Mobilization stock" of mineral oil were explicitly set at one and a half to two years, and four 
years for rubber. Birkenfeld's book contains not a word about the role of the IG Farben Group 
and especially Krauch in the development of the state-monopoly four-year plan organization (p. 
77 ff.), for which, on the other hand, Schweitzer and Petzina provide evidence. The author is at 
least familiar with Schweitzer's most important article on this problem. 11 What is concealed is 
that the fascist autarchy efforts were undoubtedly efforts for the war, that the Four-Year Plan in 
particular was a war plan in whose creation and development the IG Farben Group played a 
decisive role. Birkenfeld presents it as if industry was a seduced victim of Hitler in the Four-Year 
Plan, whose sole, secret goal was "economic mobilization for the expansion of German living 
space" (p. 86). Complete silence is maintained about the connection between the extensive 
draft plans and the fundamental elaboration of the Krauch Group in mid-August on the one hand 
and Hitler's Four-Year Plan memorandum on the other, although Schweitzer makes a clear 
statement about this. The 18-month program of the fuel industry, which Hitler set up, is 
presented as the outgrowth of a "fantastic illusory world" in which Hitler allegedly lived (p. 87 
ff.).3 

In 1938, the power enjoyed by the representatives of the IG Farben group, headed by Carl 
Krauch, in the state monopoly mechanism of the armaments industry reached a new peak. Step 
by step, Krauch gained dictatorial powers that gave him and his authorities, which were 
completely dominated by IG Farben specialists, a key position in the German armaments and 
war economy. As de facto head of the newly founded Reich Office for Economic Expansion 
since February 1938, he and his staff drew up new plans for concerted economic preparations 
for the coming war. At the same time, he demanded unrestricted state monopolistic powers in 
order to be able to implement the plans. These demands prompted Goring to appoint Krauch as 
"Plenipotentiary (soon: General Plenipotentiary- D. E.) for special questions of chemical 
production" (GB Chemie) on August 22, 1938 and to give him dictatorial powers in all areas of 
chemistry that were important for war preparations. According to Birkenfeld, Krauch was merely 
the executor of Goring's orders. The very facts that irrefutably prove the company's initiative in 
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changing the planning basis, redrafting all plans and centralizing the state monopoly's regulatory 
power in the Krauch Group remain unmentioned. There is not a word about the ordered letter 
from Otto Ambros to Krauch dated June 27, 1938 - discussed by Petzina (p. 118 f.) - with the 
demand for comprehensive powers for a military-economic command center; about Krauch's 
draft for the later "New Military Economic Production Plan" dated June 30, 1938, which was 
created at the same time. June 1938; on the content and scheduling of the "Schnellplan" for 
powder, explosives and warfare agents (poison gases) in the version of August 13, 1938 with 
the possible date for war (autumn 1939); on Goring's "Order for the Implementation of the New 
Military Production Plan and the Rapid Plan" of August 22, 1938, which gave Krauch 
extraordinary powers and a superior position vis-a-vis the Army Weapons Office on the day of 
his appointment to the Chemical Division. Birkenfeld passes over Krauch's superior position in 
the Reichsstelle fur Wirtschaftsausbau with silence (p. 115 f.) and even claims that even as GB 
Chemie, Krauch had "no extensive powers" and that even referring to the chemical industry his 
possibilities were restricted (p. 120). He diligently dissects the context of the events of the 
summer of 1938, knowledge of which is indispensable for understanding the historical process. 
He completely ignores the overall political background of the years 1938/39, so that the 
unprecedentedly increased aggressiveness of German imperialism in those years disappears, 
as does the extraordinary activity of the IG Farben concern in the immediate preparations for 
war and in the far-sighted strategic planning of the war. A key document in this context is 
Krauch's report to the General Council of the Four-Year Plan of April 1939.12 Birkenfeld is 
familiar with this report, but he completely suppresses the political message of the document 
and thus its true historical content. In summary, it can be said that the book either ignores or 
apologeticizes and thus falsifies all the central problems of its subject. Birkenfeld denies the 
state-monopoly character of the economy under fascism and presents the development of the 
autarkic fuel economy largely as the result of "pressures" and "coercive interventions" by the 
"authoritarian regime" against big industry (p. 139). 

It is concealed or denied that: 

1. for the sake of war preparations and profit, an absurd, anti-human use was made of an 
important invention and of major technical and technological advances in synthetic production; 
2. the production of synthetic fuel was an important part, but again only a part, of the whole 
system of war preparations of German imperialism, and that the IG Farben concern was 
decisively involved in the functioning of this whole system; 

3. the IG Farben group, as part of German finance capital, was striving for exorbitant war aims, 
including the control of the oil sources of the whole of Europe as far as the Urals, and that in this 
context fuel production by means of coal hydrogenation occupied a very definite, limited place in 
its war plans; 

4. leading representatives of the IG Farben group concentrated enormous state-monopoly 
powers in their hands for the purpose of preparing for war and made barbaric, fascist use of 
these powers. 


Petzina's subject matter is much more comprehensive, but is mainly limited to the period from 
1936 to 1939/40. It overlaps with Birkenfeld's work throughout entire chapters. It should first be 
noted that Petzina endeavors to provide factual information. The wealth and completeness of 
his information on the armament programs of the Four-Year Plan and the thoroughness of his 
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analyses of the planning mechanisms clearly stand out from Birkenfeld's eclecticism. The 
material he presents is also rich for Marxist researchers, and the sources are generally reliable. 
However, Petzina's conception also prohibits him from getting to the bottom of the key materials 
in his historical evaluation. This is the case with Hitler's infamous memorandum on the 
Four-Year Plan. He mentions the influence of the IG Farben plans from the years since 1933 on 
the "economic policy part" of the memorandum (p. 49 note 96, p. 51); but he does not say that 
without the years of preparatory work by IG Farben, neither the memorandum nor the 
conception of the Four-Year Plan would have been possible; that in the plans of the Krauch 
Group from the summer of 1936, which Hitler used directly as a template The Krauch Group's 
plans of summer 1936, which served Hitler directly as a basis for his memorandum, were based 
on mobilization requirements, i.e. the requirements in the event of war, the decisive planning 
guideline, i.e. the war was the terminus ad quem, for which fixed dates were given in Krauch's 
plans. In this light, Petzina's assertion clearly appears apologetic, according to which it was 
"new ... how emphatically Hitler now degraded economic policy to an instrument of armaments 
policy and how openly he assigned economic self-sufficiency to the future acquisition of living 
space." (S. 51). In his treatment of the "Krauch Plan" or "New Defense Industry Production 
Plan" (p. 124 ff.), Petzina does not devote a single line to the fact that the IG Farben Group and 
Krauch as the Chemical Division were now (summer 1938) fully responsible and authorized for 
the production of warfare agents, i.e. above all poison gases, and that the IG bosses had long 
before been radical advocates of gas warfare and the most furious advocates of an "intensified 
use of the chemical weapon" as the "typical German weapon". Petzina is of course well aware 
of Krauch's aforementioned activity report to the General Council of the Four-Year Plan of April 
1939, this key document of imperialist aggressiveness and the monopolies’ planned preparation 
for war; however, as with Birkenfeld, its essential content is withheld from the reader. If we turn 
to the conceptual foundations of Petzina's book, it becomes obvious that he has attached 
considerable importance to the theoretical elaboration of his work. He confronts some of the 
fundamental problems of his subject. To all appearances, he feels compelled to engage with the 
results of Marxist historiography, even if he avoids citing Marxist titles. Of particular interest in 
this context is a comparison of the original dissertation version of his work 4 and the revised 
printed version submitted three years later. The theoretical problem is dealt with much more 
succinctly in the printed version than in the dissertation. There it can often be found in sections 
as a detailed, unmediated self-understanding. In the book, on the other hand, much has been 
smoothed out, some things have been dressed up with more cautious formulations, essential 
passages and sections have been omitted - probably not without the editors' or the Munich 
Institute of Contemporary History's involvement. For a closer examination of Petzina's 
conceptual views, it is therefore appropriate to refer to the dissertation version. A comparison is 
all the more worthwhile as those views also show new theoretical accents after the revision. 
With regard to the question of the character of the fascist economy and economic policy (bel 
Petzina: "Ordnungsproblem"), Petzina departs in the dissertation from the comparison of the 
"centrally administered economy" or "command economy" of a "totalitarian" regime, which has 
been common since Eucken (Diss. p. 190, 234 ff.). His investigation leads him to a rejection of 
this primitive scheme - albeit not a consistent one. Rather, he seeks direct "reference to Arthur 
Schweitzer" (diss. p. 271) and Max Weber (diss. p. 368 note 34), whose interpretation and 
conceptual instruments he adopts - essentially uncritically.15 Since Schweitzer's conception is 
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examined in the next section of the review, it is sufficient here to outline what Petzina has 
adopted from it (Diss. s. 269 ff.). According to Petzina, between 1933 and 1936, in addition to 
the fascist party, the Wehrmacht and big industry were the "most important ruling powers". The 
existing "equality of interests" and the more or less balanced relationship between these three 
"centers of power" shifted fundamentally in favor of the party between 1936 and 1938. "To the 
extent that the Four-Year Plan gained importance, the position of the ruling body 'party' had to 
strengthen." (Diss. p. 272) Large-scale industry and the Wehrmacht lost their "autonomy" and 
were degraded to "ruling bodies" of "only secondary importance". The role of big industry, i.e. 
monopoly capital, has thus become a secondary problem for the period since 1936. Under the 
heading "Responsibility for the Four-Year Plan", Petzina, still in the style of Treue, assigns this 
responsibility primarily to the "party leadership around Hitler and Göring" and their "expansionist 
policy" (Diss. p. 50). "The role of industry in this question," he formulates cautiously, "as well as 
its overall relationship to National Socialism is still controversial today." He leaves the door open 
to a more differentiated assessment: "One cannot speak of industry, as the interests were very 
divergent. However, IG Farben undoubtedly provided active support, as it was the main 
beneficiary of this reorientation". (Diss. p. 51) However, Petzina explicitly claims here, just as in 
his contribution to the Kiel historians' discussion 6, that IG Farben (with its active support of 
"autarky plans") represents a "special case." All previously quoted passages from the 
dissertation version are missing in the printed version. In the book, Petzina is no longer as clear 
and frank about his theoretical views. The formerly still rampant terminology of bourgeois 
sociology ("Herr-schaft", "Chance","ruling class", "power bloc", "groups", "consensus") has been 
largely eradicated. Weber's categories and their interpretation by Schweitzer are no longer 
adopted expressis verbis. However, the "sociological-historical" interpretation and method with 
which Schweitzer operates now dominates Petzina's work in a refined, more carefully handled 
form, but all the more clearly for that. All the relevant elements of Schweitzer's "theory" and 
apology are present: the "relative autonomy of German big business vis-a-vis the state party" 
until 1936, corresponding with the "initially strong position of Schacht, who ... was a staunch 
representative of free enterprise” (p. 22); Schacht's "peaceful economic conception" and the 
"sections of the industrial and banking world" that supported him (pp. 38, 41); the break-up of 
the "industrial coalition" from 1936 onwards and the emergence of "two rival wings" in the 
economy - about which Petzina unfortunately does not provide any details - as a result of 
increasing competition of interests; the resulting strengthening of the influence of the fascist 
leadership "on the economy as a whole" (p. 22) and the "subordination of large areas of industry 
to the National Socialist party apparatus" (pp. 124, 196). 

The assessment of the role of the monopolies has been modified. The IG Farben group is more 
clearly identified as the industrial mainstay of the four-year plan policy. 17 The concentration of 
power in the Krauch Group and thus in the Group since 1938 is dealt with in more detail (p. 116 
ff.). Petzina no longer singles out the IG as a "special case", but admits that other "private 
economic groups" were also involved, 

"sectors", "industrial branches" and "large corporations" - he mentions, for example, the 
electrical industry and aircraft construction - had used their "opportunity" to dominate in the 
Four-Year Plan (pp. 122, 124). Nevertheless, he expressly limits this statement to a privileged 
faction within large-scale industry; in no way does the "rise of IG Farben" mean a "strengthening 
of the position of German industry as a whole". Petzina reproduces - this time without citation or 
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reference - one of Schweitzer's main theses when he writes: "The strong position of individual 
corporations was paid for by the subordination of large areas of industry to the National Socialist 
party apparatus." (p. 123 f.) This makes Petzina's attempt to use Marxist terminology in order to 
better substantiate his theoretical edifice all the more strange. It is possible that Petzina's 
acquaintance with Marxist publications has led to the fact that his book now contains a number 
of highlights in the form of borrowings from the theory of state-monopoly capitalism in the 
theoretical passages. This begins with the "cooperation between the state and big business" (p. 
196), the "alliance of the regime with parts of big industry" (p. 197), continues with the "close 
interweaving of the economic and political spheres" (p. 11) and culminates in the "direct merging 
of the most important industrial sector of the Four-Year Plan with the largest German 
corporation", in which "in one area, the state apparatus and private industry were hardly 
distinguishable" (p. 123). Generalizing more strongly, Petzina even speaks of the "merging of 
the most important branches of large-scale industry with the apparatus of the state economy" (p. 
17) and of the "personnel and material merging of industrial and state sectors" (p. 197). He goes 
so far as to describe the four-year plan as a "particularly important model example ... close 
cooperation between the state and large-scale industry", "as it had become increasingly typical 
since the First World War at the latest. " (S. 197) 

Such remarkable approaches to the theoretical processing of correct observations would be 
welcome if they did not serve to patch up an unsuitable overall conception. Unfortunately, the 
context - the system of theoretical conceptions, Petzina's model theory as a whole - gives the lie 
to these approaches. Petzina lacks the foundations on which the theory of state-monopoly 
capitalism is based: the historical-materialist conception of society, in particular the theory of 
classes and class struggle, the theory of state and revolution and Lenin's theory of imperialism. 
In view of these irreparable weaknesses in his conception, especially in view of the illusions he 
harbored about bourgeois democracy, the bourgeois state and the "liberal capitalist forms of 
economy", his book is characterized by a theoretical confusion that occasionally produces 
almost grotesque effects. Petzina, for example, is prepared to preserve the concept of the "state 
command economy" at all costs. In one of the passages already cited, he describes the 
Four-Year Plan in one breath as a "model example not only of a state command economy, but 
also of close cooperation between the state and large-scale industry" (p. 197). Elsewhere, he 
examines the activities of the Wirtschaftsfuhrungsstab Ost (Economic Organization East) and 
Wirtschaftsstab Ost (Economic staff East), of Eastern companies and 'Treuhand' (Trustee) firms 
in the brutal plundering of the occupied Soviet territories in 1941/1942 and concludes: 

"Hardly anywhere else was the four-year plan alliance of state leadership and industry so openly 
evident, which here began a raid to increase both war potential and industrial profits." (p. 143) In 
sharp discrepancy to this important insight is what he then notes about the reasons for the fact 
that the actual yield was far below the ambitious plans and expectations of the German 
imperialists. "The reason for this lay above all in the prevailing short-term plundering and looting 
mentality itself, which prevented the systematic exploitation of raw material deposits." (p. 144) 
This could have been written by any NATO historian writing down the "lessons" from his 
"experiences" for the future. Petzina, who is close to the democratic opposition in West 
Germany, looks miserable in such an intellectual neighborhood. The example of Schweitzer's 
work will show that Petzina's dominant "sociological-historical" conception in historiography, 
despite major external differences and methodological advantages in comparison to the clumsy, 
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"con-servative" apology and neo-fascist attempts at rehabilitation, must inevitably lead to very 
similar results and conclusions. The direction advocated by Schweitzer and Petzina 
corresponds objectively only to a different, more skillful, more elastic political-ideological tactic of 
the imperialist bourgeoisie in today's bitter, worldwide conflict between socialism and capitalism. 
Schweitzer's book consists of eleven chapters and a multi-sectioned appendix. The first chapter, 
which was written last, is entitled 'Who controlled whom?'18 and anticipates much of what the 
reader would have expected as a result of the investigation at the end. It is a textbook 
presentation of Schweitzer's basic conceptual and methodological views, which he had already 
elaborated in several articles years earlier. 19 It is into this theoretical Procrustean bed that the 
file of material contained in the following chapters is squeezed. The remainder of the work is 
devoted to a twofold theme. Chapters 2 to 5 focus on the conflict between "big business", the 
fascist party and the petty-bourgeois mass base of the fascist regime over basic economic and 
socio-political decisions. The sixth chapter ("Organized Capitalism and Party Dictatorship") 
essentially summarizes the results of this debate. Chapters 6 to 10 contain an analysis of 
armaments policy and the armaments boom. Finally, in Chapter 11, Schweitzer examines the 
effects of the arms boom on the "power structure" of the regime and provides an outlook on later 
developments. With the exception of chapter 11, the study covers the period up to 1936, with 
chapters 2 to 5 focusing on 1933/34 and chapters 6 to 10 on the years from 1934 to 1936. 
There has long been talk of publishing a further volume on the subsequent period. 

In the following, we will discuss the conception of the book and its theoretical foundations. It 
should be mentioned, however, that the work is based on material that was not available to 
Petzina, Birkenfeld or other authors in the same breadth, and that for this reason alone it is of 
interest to historians working on the period in question. However, the author rarely allows the 
sources to speak for themselves and, above all, his preconceived conception prohibits him from 
selecting and evaluating them without prejudice. Before we deal with the theoretical results or 
premises and the method of the work, we want to examine the general political-ideological 
objective that it pursues and which is clearly formulated throughout, especially in the 
introduction, in the first chapter and in the last section of the text as well as in the appendix in a 
methodological essay on "Economic Theory and Economic Systems". 

With the first sentence of his book, Schweitzer immediately informs us that he is concerned with 
revealing the "inner mechanism of a one-party dictatorship". The problems of the first phase of 
fascist rule were "surprisingly modern". The lessons "from the mistakes that were made in 
another economic system" are important for the "insight into the nature of today's problems" (p. 
VII). He formulates these problems frankly: How can the working people best be subjugated to 
the monopolies, how can "industrial peace" be preserved? Furthermore, is "the unwavering 
pursuit of the greatest profits always the best policy to preserve private capitalism"? - especially 
when the export of capital by large US corporations leads to gold losses and foreign trade 
deficits and - according to Schweitzer, an ardent supporter of the escalation in Vietnam - 
prevents "a drastic change in our military policy"? What is the best way to deal with the petty 
bourgeoisie and small business in urban and rural areas, which is "economically 
counter-revolutionary" and also represents a "counter-revolutionary potential" politically (p. VII 
ff.)? Schweitzer considers it all the more urgent to consult the history of German fascism and 
state-monopoly capitalism after 1933, as "private capitalism" is threatened by communism, with 
which only "the exclusively profit-minded and politically short-sighted capitalist" can get involved 


29 


(p. IX). Angry hatred of communists and pathetic fear of communists repeatedly peep through 
Schweitzer's lines. While on the one hand he takes no offense at propagating the use of state 
monopolistic measures by the fascist regime, on the other hand he has no inhibitions when he 
constantly equates communism with fascism as a "one-party regime". His entire confrontation 
with fascism is not based on an honest, deeply felt anti-fascist attitude, but primarily on the need 
to recommend more skillful and effective methods of rule to imperialism with regard to its 
confrontation with socialism, but not without taking into account the "positive" state-monopoly 
experiences from the fascist era. With the knowledge of fascism as he conveys it, he wants to 
equip "not only the present but also future generations" to "resist and defeat dictatorial 
communism." (S. 1) His main advice for the fight against communism is to avoid a catastrophe 
like the one into which fascism led German imperialism in future at all costs. The imperialist 
contradictions must not be allowed to intensify to the point where the monopolies lose control 
over their sphere of power. This was necessary because of the "challenge of communism and 
its attempt to destroy capitalism with all available means and to suppress any form of 
democratic socialism." (p. 556) Schweitzer reveals himself here as a propagandist of 
"democratic socialism" and thus as an advocate of the counter-revolution that is not so much 
tramping in fascist boots, but rather creeping along on quieter, "socialist" soles, as a 
representative of ideological diversion according to the program of the US "global strategy". At 
the end of his book, he explains what he really means and advises using the example of West 
Germany. For him, the Bonn state is a secure ally of the USA and, in particular, the strongest 
and most reliable European pillar of NATO. Its fate is of paramount importance to him. He sees 
the main danger for the alliance in the fact that an increasing fascization of the West German 
partner would make it increasingly useless as an ally. A fascist West Germany appeared to him 
to be dangerous for the existence of the close partnership between West German and US 
imperialism, on the one hand because the reaction of the demacratic public in their own 
countries would make it more difficult for the Western imperialist governments to support a 
fascist regime, and on the other hand because this regime, with its uncontrolled nationalism and 
chauvinism, would be more difficult for them to influence and control. Schweitzer criticized the 
previous policy of the ruling circles in West Germany, especially the Adenauer government, 
because they had failed to recognize the roots of the emerging fascism. Not that he is in favor of 
a consistent suppression of fascism; on the contrary, he opposes an "inappropriate treatment" of 
the "ideological overreactors" of Nazi fascism and the young "hotheads" who painted fascist 
slogans and anti-Semitic graffiti (pp. 560, 562). Instead, however, he wants to combat the real 
sources of danger. He sees them in the "anti-capitalist feelings" of peasants and small, weaker 
entrepreneurs, which he qualifies as "counter-revolutionary" and considers to be a "fascist 
potential in every crisis situation" (p. 559 f.). He also sees them in the "recalcitrant problem of 
German reunification" (p. 557) and in West Germany's "dependence on American military aid"; 
both could give a boost to extreme German nationalism and thus give rise to a "powerful new 
fascist movement" (p. 559). While Schweitzer seems to know of no remedy to prevent "West 
Germany from beginning to look like an American protectorate" (p. 559), he does recommend 
various very revealing methods for killing off the remaining roots of fascism. According to him, 
the small businessmen, the peasants and certain circles of the "lower middle class" can be dealt 
with in two ways. First, these strata must be deceived about the "resurgence of large 
corporations and the renewed influence of restored cartels": "As long as there seems to be a 
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possibility of minimizing the monopolistic influences of large corporations and cartels through 
appropriate official measures or any other appropriate measures that can be proposed by the 
opposition", these strata would be less susceptible to the fascist ideology and the political 
advertising of the fascists (p. 559 f.; emphasis mine - D. E.). At the same time, however, their 
anti-capitalist resentments had to be "strategically" combated and suppressed through the 
infiltration of status symbols. Nazi fascism had captured these classes with its concepts of 
"honor" and "status". The West German parties of today "will have to develop a policy of status 
propaganda" (will have to deve-lop a policy of status politics); it is necessary to show that the 
policy of the large monopolies can easily be "replaced by another one that is committed to the 
survival of small entrepreneurship", whereas fascism can only worsen its situation (p. 560 f.). 
The "present territorial division of Germany into several (! - D. E.) parts" is particularly close to 
Schweitzer's heart. If this problem is not solved soon in favor of West German imperialism, he 
believes, the national "frustration" could easily drive the West Germans into the arms of fascism. 
But despite all the political blindness and confusion, he reveals a certain insight into the 
completely changed balance of power in Europe and the world. The borders of 1945, he 
suggests, cannot be revised in a similar way to those of 1919. Hitler liquidated the Treaty of 
Versailles with the extensive support of the Western treaty partners. However, the Soviet Union 
insisted on compliance with the Potsdam Agreement, "if necessary, by force" - and so no new 
fascism had a chance of forcing reunification. Therefore, only one thing remained: "There 
should be a change from the existing ‘chancellor democracy’ to an effective parliamentary 
democracy, in which the opposition would be an effective part of a healthy political life. " 
Government and opposition should work together "to undermine the growth of neo-fascism or 
keep it as low as possible." And finally - the book ends with this sentence- "unification by means 
of an all-German election is not merely (! - D. E.) an anti-communist slogan, but appears to be 
the only means of carrying democracy over into a united Germany. " (S. 564) Schweitzer's 
manuscript was completed in 1963. Even then, political circles in the United States were 
apparently already discussing new, more effective variants of European politics, the 
historical-theoretical justification of which Schweitzer endeavored to provide in his work. It is 
very revealing to see how close the political and ideological changes, especially in the 
imperialist "Ostpolitik", associated with the West German government reshuffles of 1966 and 
1969, came to what he had formulated years earlier as an alternative to "chancellor democracy". 
However, anyone who takes a closer look at the main theses of his historical investigation, to 
which we will turn in the following, will be haunted by the urgent and undeniable suspicion that 
the actual and very penetrating moral of the book consists of the theory that fascism could play 
a thoroughly useful role in the preservation and promotion of "private capitalism", i.e. the 
imperialist rule of the monopolies, within a "coalition" with the monopolies and the military as a 
moderate, "partial" fascism. The "main lesson" that Schweitzer draws from his research is 
precisely that from 1933 to 1936, in such a system of "partial fascism", there would have been a 
"coalition between the upper class and the Nazis" to the benefit of all those involved. This 
coalition "could have continued to function for a considerable period of time if the German upper 
class had developed leaders with the necessary will and organizational ability to effectively 
defend their positions of power against the Nazis. The main lesson to be learned from the initial 
experience of the Nazi period is that partial fascism and organized capitalism do not necessarily 
constitute a transitional phase to full fascism, which in turn need not necessarily be the victim of 
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a self-inflicted war. " (p. 555 f., 43). This brings us to the problems and results of Schweitzer's 
historical investigation. If such a detailed examination of this author's political and ideological 
objectives has been made beforehand, it is also because it makes it easier to critically penetrate 
and correctly evaluate the confusing abundance of information and disinformation, of semi- and 
pseudo-scientific terms, with which the reader is confronted over many hundreds of pages. 
Even a superficial examination of the book reveals that terms are constantly used that are 
known as essential categories of historical materialism, in particular "class", "class structure", 
"imperialism", "fascism", and "classism.” This, incidentally, also explains much 

the reaction of conservative critics, who express reservations and occasionally show open 
rejection; it also explains why less experienced left-wing bourgeois historians and interested 
parties believe that the author is a Marxist. Since the end of the last century, the reputation and 
successes of Marxism have increasingly forced its opponents to appear disguised as Marxists. 
The variant of imperialist-bourgeois historiography that we are dealing with here also operates 
with numerous categories and concepts of Marxist provenance, without, of course, pretending to 
be Marxist like revisionism within the workers' movement, but whose content in no way 
corresponds to the content of Marxist concepts. The deeper purpose of adopting certain parts of 
Marxist terminology and incorporating them into a detailed and rather thoroughly developed 
theoretical system is clearly to combat Marxism and make an ideological incursion into the ranks 
of the revolutionary workers' movement. In the work under review, the theoretical system 
mentioned, exemplified by the historical material of the fascist period, is presented in a 
particularly sharply articulated form and with immense didactic zeal. However, it is in no way 
new; in its close reference to Max Weber's positivist, neo-Kantianist conception of history and 
sociological-historical method, it represents an ideological commodity that has been in vogue for 
decades and was particularly popular in the USA after the Second World War, enriched with 
neo-positivist and structuralist elements. In the following, the content and function of this theory 
will be analyzed on the basis of basic problems of Schweitzer's subject matter, in particular his 
conception and treatment of fascism, monopolies and their state-monopoly system of rule. 
Schweitzer does himself a lot of credit by replacing the "pure theory" of bourgeois economics 
and the ready-made formulas of an Eucken or Keynes with "empirical study" and "comparative 
historical analysis". In economics, he emphasizes, political and military "power" relations play a 
role alongside economic and social ones. The term power occupies a dominant position in his 
system of categories with countless composites. For Schweitzer, power means the ability or 
"opportunity" to achieve certain goals. 20 Political, economic and military "power" exist side by 
side for him, separated from each other in the manner of Weber's "ideal types", both in concept 
and in substance. The same applies to the so-called bearers of power, the actual historical 
actors who, depending on the type of "power" they represent, appear as politicians or political 
parties, as big business or as the military. Their "goals" arise from very different and very 
diverse motives, which in the case of big business, for example, could arise not only from 
(economic) self-interest, but just as well "from tradition, religious or ideological convictions and 
from feelings" (S. 580). The fact that relations of power and domination arise on the basis of 
class struggle, serve to assert the interests of classes and are based on the relations of 
production, i.e. on the ownership of the means of production, is completely concealed. Another 
central concept of the theory outlined here - as with Weber - is that of organization. The 
"organization" is presented as one of the most important sources and preconditions of "power", 
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as a "power base", on a par with ownership of the means of production, military force and 
ideological mass influence; in a certain sense, it is even placed higher than these - as 
indispensable for the position and function of all "bearers of power". As a rule, the "bearers of 
power" exist as effectively organized "power groups" and "power blocs". Schweitzer thus 
escapes the theoretical helplessness of the purely individualistic-personalistic conception of 
history by using the more elastic methods and constructions of bourgeois sociology. He does 
not shy away from accusing the Marxists in a primitive manner of not following this concept and 
accuses them of believing that "all power in capitalism stems from the ownership of capital". The 
Nazi Party, whose power was "by its nature organizational" (p. 295), was therefore regarded by 
the Marxists as a "mere tool of monopoly capital" (p. 663 note 82). The concept of organization, 
insofar as it is historically relevant, always appears in reality as a formal element of the class 
struggle in the economic, political and ideological fields, as a form in which the conflicts between 
classes are fought out in these areas. In Schweitzer's work, it undergoes an idealistic distortion 
and independence and serves him to present the fascist party as a force independent of 
monopoly capital, fascism as a regime independent of capitalism and imperialism, opposing 
them from the outside, and thus, as will be shown, to maintain his entire theoretical edifice. 
Schweitzer's textbook-like presentation of structuralist-pluralist conceptions and constructions 
clearly reveals their mechanistic and historical character. Nevertheless, the naked theoretical 
inadequacy is concealed by the fact that social reality is portrayed as a complicated network of 
"classes", groups and strata with countless "interests" and "goals", many of which intertwine or 
intersect, harmonize or antagonize each other. Anyone who is used to hearing and reading the 
talk of "totalitarianism" and the "totalitarian regime", of the "National Socialist revolution" and the 
one-man dictatorship of the "demon" Hitler, which is systematically disseminated by West 
German historiography, will initially find much of the book's formulations novel and remarkable. 
Fascism is qualified as a political counter-revolution; the contrast between the "oligarchic clique" 
in the fascist party and its radicalized mass followers is examined; the "coalition" between the 
Nazi party, big business and the generals is emphasized as a decisive feature of the social 
structure of the period in question and forms one of the main subjects of the work; In this 
context, the thesis is put forward that the top party clique did not hold the greatest and sole 
power at this time, but shared power with big industry and the military. Consequently, the 
"totalitarianism" theory is explicitly rejected (p. 506 f.). However, it will be shown that Schweitzer, 
by consistently pursuing his theory, ultimately came very close to the "totalitarianism" theory 
again. If we now work our way systematically through the tangle of concepts and their tedious 
repetitions that are spread out before the reader, we realize that the appearance of scientificity 
is deceptive. Let us begin with basic concepts such as capitalism and imperialism. Schweitzer 
does not understand capitalism to be a class society, but a pluralistic cluster of interests and, 
depending on the "power structure", depending on the constellation of "interests" and "goals", 
gives it a wide variety of epithets (in-dustrial, commercial, financial, political, social, private, 
per-sonal, corporate, state-directed, organized, authoritarian, com-petitive, monopoly, 
imperialist, etc.). In this conception, the working class and its organizations represent only one 
"economic factor" among several, one "power bloc" (until 1933) among others.‘ But if Schweitzer 
still associates the term "capitalism" with the private property of the capitalist class in the means 
of production (p. 236), capitalist class in the means of production as the "central institution of 
modern industrialization" (p. 236), his concept of imperialism is his concept of imperialism is 
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characterized by complete hollowness. For him, imperialism is first and foremost politics and is 
by no means necessarily connected with the economic foundations of society. He also subjects 
this concept to the military atomization typical of his theory (economic, political, and fascist 
imperialism). What remains is the superficial, indeterminate description of a tendency to expand 
spheres of interest and areas of domination. According to Schweitzer, this tendency is primarily 
inherent in those political "holders of power", their ideologies or the state they rule, who feel a 
desire for more power or great power prestige, only secondarily - for professional and status 
reasons - the military and only then parts of the capitalist class. Schweitzer actually defines 
economic imperialism as the use of unfair means against foreign business partners or 
competitors. However, only a part of the capitalist class, the so-called political capitalists, use 
such means; and it is only these who, corrupted by special privileges and high profits in the 
arms business as well as the expectation of even higher profits, join the imperialist goals of 
politicians and the military and turn into imperialist capitalists. Their counterpart, the mass of 
industrial capitalists, lives without this seduction, is by nature in favor of "peace and order" (1 a 
w and order) and must be forced to "give up any preference for peace" (p. 502). 

This apologetics of imperialism is meant completely seriously. Schweitzer "proves" his theses in 
detail on the basis of historical material. According to him, from 1934 to 1936, an armaments 
boom, the "rearmament boom", was characteristic of economic development, whereas from the 
beginning of the Four-Year Plan to the outbreak of war, it was a "war economy in peacetime". 
That may be as far as it goes. But Schweitzer explains these two phases of imperialist 
rearmament and preparation for war as two different economic systems that were determined by 
completely different "power structures" and "power goals". The rearmament boom - with the 
unanimous agreement of all "power holders" - had the power goal of "increasing Germany's 
power in comparison to other states and economies" (p. 343) and its large-scale 
expansion.According to Schweitzer, this was by no means an expansive power position, or 
imperialist objective (there is no mention of war aims at any point in the book); the aim was only 
to achieve "military equality", "national independence from the world economy" and other - in 
this respect unsuspicious - "specific objectives" (p. 50). On the other hand, fascist imperialism, 
defined by Schweitzer exclusively as a component of the ideology of the fascist party, as one of 
the "Nazi ideals", was dangerous; it was this that prevailed in 1936 with the Four-Year Plan and 
"became binding for everyone". (p. 48 f.) It was only through this that war had become a 
possibility and the economy had been transformed into a "war economy in peacetime”. But all 
this could only have happened - this is a key point of the entire theoretical construction - 
because the generals and the leading representatives of big business, full of "ideological 
blindness" and "political ineptitude" (p. 554), had allowed the Nazi party to wrest power from 
their hands and degrade them to "minor powerholders". It remains to be shown that this critique 
is not an anti-monopolistic and anti-militaristic one, but an inward-looking critique, an 
introspective critique of big business, whose rule represents the only acceptable social order for 
Schweitzer. 

Given the level of theory offered here, it is not surprising that the book exceeds all expectations 
with regard to a precise definition of monopoly capital and an analysis of the rule of the big 
monopolies. There is no doubt that big business refers to the forces that dominate the 
"economic sphere", namely the large companies. However, according to Schweitzer, big 
business - a term that is not clearly defined anywhere - is only one of several "power groups" 
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and "power holders" and even in the economy has to share "power" with various, often 
competing forces (small business, landowners, especially "Junkers", trade unions). 
Nevertheless, concentrated property ownership and particularly highly developed "organization" 
(organized representation of interests in the economic and political sphere) are attributed to it. 
Political activity grows with the size of the companies and the expansion of their economic 
interests, but it is directed towards economic "goals", namely the freedom and security of 
business, the further "legitimate" expansion of large companies and their profits and finally (! 
finally) the safeguarding of the exploitation of the working class (p. 11 f.). 

(p. 11 f.). The reader is completely deprived of the actual content of the concept of monopoly. 
The monopolization of production and sales of the main branches of industry in giant 
companies, corporations, syndicates and cartels and the monopolization of banking by the big 
banks as a basic feature of capitalist society in the period under study and as the basis for the 
transformation of free competition capitalism into imperialism some seventy years ago is 
ignored. Nothing is said about the merging of industrial and banking monopolies into finance 
capital, about the international entanglement of the large monopolies and about their struggle 
for the distribution and redistribution of the world's wealth. Moreover, this reflects an almost 
provincial narrow view that largely ignores capitalism and imperialism as a world system. The 
profound political transformation that capitalism has undergone since its transition to imperialism 
is concealed: its general turn towards reaction and violence, its unbridled aggressiveness and 
the lawful emergence of imperialist wars. Without insight into the laws of imperialism and the 
general crisis of capitalism, there can be no scientific explanation of fascism. Neither its 
imperialist roots nor its nature as a form of rule of state-monopoly capitalism, "which was 
created to overcome the crisis of capitalism with terror at home and through the redivision of the 
world abroad, can be recognized. "21 Schweitzer completely misinterprets the actual nature of 
fascism. What he has to say about it basically boils down to the unfruitful, unhistorical thesis of 
the one-party dictatorship without a recognizable class character, which he constantly misuses 
in the sense of anti-communism. According to him, the fascist party initially realized its exclusive 
claim to "power" in the political and ideological field (partial fascism), and in a later phase also in 
the economic and military field (full fascism), or strived for corresponding political, ideological, 
etc. "goals". Like all other "power groups", among which the author includes big business and 
the military as well as the state bureaucracy, small business and the trade unions, the fascist 
party also sought to expand its power and monopoly of rule, came into conflict with the existing 
"power factors" and temporarily came to terms with them. However, as soon as it succeeded in 
eliminating its competitors, according to Schweitzer, "full fascism" prevailed, an order that was 
no longer compatible with "private capitalism", i.e. with the rule of the monopolies. Such an 
order had been established in the last three pre-war years. With this thesis, Schweitzer returns 
to the old "totalitarianism" theory, from which his own theory differs only in its more differentiated 
interpretation of the period from 1933 to 1936. The decisive point, namely the class character of 
fascist rule, remains obscure. For Schweitzer, fascism is by no means a political tendency or a 
political regime of monopoly capital, or more precisely, of the most reactionary, aggressive, 
imperialist and chauvinist elements of financial capital; in his eyes, it is rather a "society in 
miniature" (p. 34) in the form of a predominantly petty-bourgeois, tightly organized mass 
movement which, under the leadership of an "oligarchic clique", is striving to form a politically 
counter-revolutionary regime in order to enforce a "counter-revolution" against big business in 
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the economic sphere as well. Schweitzer thus has the monopolies where he wants them. 
Despite occasional abuses of power and a certain susceptibility to seduction by strong profit 
incentives, they appear to be the true guardians of progress, democracy and peace. 
Schweitzer's own significant discovery is the assertion that the fascist party, whose basis of 
power lies in the "monolithic power structure" of its "organization" (p. 23) and in the exclusivity of 
its ideology within this organization, had to accept the rule of big business in the economic 
sphere and that of the generals in the military sphere as a given by abandoning part of its 
ideology ("middle class socialism", "social harmony" between capitalists and wage laborers) and 
was only able to establish its dictatorship by making concessions to these "power groups" and, 
at least in the political and ideological sphere, was able to maintain the undisputed power of the 
"ruling class". 

usurp the undisputed monopoly of power, at least in the political and ideological sphere. Full 
fascism or total fascism was therefore not implemented in the first years of the Nazi dictatorship. 
Such a construction virtually adorns the big bourgeoisie and the generals with the glory of 
resisting oppositionists, even if Schweitzer also emphasizes that their willingness to compromise 
was great and that the regime of this "partial fascism" only functioned on the basis of close 
"cooperation" and "coalition" between the Nazi party, big business and the military. However, by 
grouping big business and the military under the term "upper class", he regains the starting 
position of the apologetic juxtaposition of fascism and "private capitalism" and can accordingly 
describe his great "discovery" as a" d u a 1 (or bilateral) structure of power". The Marxist theory 
of state-monopoly capitalism is diametrically opposed to the theoretical concepts and 
constructions presented here. Schweitzer is miles away from recognizing state-monopoly 
capitalism as that system of new structures and forms of development of imperialism whose 
core is the unification of the giant power of the monopolies with the giant power of the state and 
whose function is to maintain, secure and expand the profits of monopoly capital and its rule in 
general under the conditions of the pressure of the development of modern productive forces 
and the deepening of all the contradictions of capitalism. The fact that Schweitzer's sociological 
formulas, in particular terms such as "organized capitalism" and "state-directed capitalism", 
seem to refer to the same scientific problem cannot conceal the fact. Organized capitalism", 
according to Schweitzer, replaced the - undefined - "monopoly capitalism" of the Weimar 
Republic. Big business had organized itself in a system of coercive organizations, the so-called 
self-administration of the industrial economy - not in order to be able to exploit the working 
people unhindered, suppress any opposition, rearm in a concentrated and rapid manner and 
prepare for war in close cooperation with the Nazi party and the fascist state, but, according to 
Schweitzer, to remove the "economy" from the grasp of the fascist party. In 1934, Schacht, who 
had become an "economic dictator", became the "recognized leader and spokesman of big 
business and its organizations". His policy of rearmament and state intervention in the economy 
(regulation of markets, control of prices and wages, etc.) worked to the advantage of big 
business. The "organized power bloc" of big business, which emerged and consolidated in this 
way, had successfully stood up to the fascist party and forced it to "coexist" in precisely this form 
of bilateral power structure. "Once both partners in the coalition government were effectively 
organized, capitalism and one-party dictatorship (were compatible)." (S. 296) Such "value-free" 
formulations must always be considered and assessed in the light of the author's current 
political conclusions, which were mentioned in detail at the beginning. Then it becomes clear 
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that they are a disguised apology for a tamed, a par tial fascism, and in any case a massive 
lesson for monopoly capital to always ensure an "effective organization" of its own power bloc in 
order not to be ousted from power in the event of a corresponding political constellation 
("one-party dictatorship"!). Schweitzer's sympathies lie entirely with the monopolies and the 
"upper class". Although he would like to see their democratic decor preserved for the sake of 
"industrial peace", he nonetheless praises the German monopolies (and generals) for initially 
making skillful use of the Nazi-que in order to crush the radical sections of the fascist party's 
predominantly petty-bourgeois mass following in good time. According to Schweitzer, this 
"success" did not last, but almost half of the book is devoted to the conflict between big 
business and "middle-class socialism", which he presents as a serious threat to the rule of big 
business and in many respects overplays and misinterprets, 22 As the climax of the conflict and 
the basis for the "coalition" of big business and militaires with the "conservative" or "moderate" 
(also: "imperial") wing of the Nazi leadership, the bloodbath of June 30, 1934 plays an important 
role in Schweitzer's book. However, although he is forced to conclude on the basis of the source 
material used that the Wehrmacht and monopolies had the greatest interest in this "purge" and 
even participated in its preparation, he irritates the reader with the - basically apologetic - 
statement that the Wehrmacht "failed to take advantage of this moment of weakness in the Nazi 
party." (S. 246) According to Schweitzer, a few years later, during the rearmament boom, the 
party succeeded in breaking into the ranks of the "united power bloc of the upper classes". After 
Göring's appointment as "Commissioner for the Four-Year Plan", there was a change "not only 
in the economic goals of those in power, but also in the type of political and economic 
organization, in the distribution of economic power and in the principles of market function" (p. 
2). Schweitzer interprets the ousting of Schacht by Goring and the elimination of the Wehrmacht 
leadership by Hitler as the disempowerment of the two "power holders", big business and the 
generals, and as the disintegration of their united "power bloc". According to him, there was then 
only one "major powerholder", namely the fascist party. This gave "full fascism" free rein, and 
"fascist imperialism" was able to push the monopolies and generals - now only minor 
powerholders - onto the slippery slope of preparing a war adventure. According to Schweitzer, 
the danger that big business initially overlooked or disregarded, but was later unable to combat 
due to a lack of unity and inadequate leadership, was "state-directed capitalism". While in 
“organized capitalism", the "economic order in the first period of National Socialist rule", 
"state-directed capitalism" (econo - mic statism) was a minor feature and big business still 
"exercised control over all important state economic authorities and determined the general 
economic policy of the government" (p. 261), state control measures, interventions and controls, 
"most of which were detrimental to the interests of private groups" (p. 412), formed the basic 
feature of the economic system of the following period, state-directed capitalism. Schweitzer 
naturally blames the fascist party for the violation of the balance of the social structure of partial 
fascism that he himself had constructed and for the "seizure of first the economic and then the 
military leadership of the country by the Nazis" (p. 552). But remarkably, in his otherwise 
"value-free" positivist text, he complains vehemently about the political "blindness" of the 
leaders of big business and the lack of organizational cohesion of the "upper class". He accuses 
the IG Farben group of "collaboration" with the Nazis, while the Ruhr companies are accused of 
a lack of unity on the question of whether to go on the export offensive or strive for autarky, of 
support for Schacht against the "power-hungry" Goring, and accuses Schacht, whom he 
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otherwise admired as "astute", of "fatal misjudgements" and unforgivable "tactical blunders"; 
above all, Schacht "did not act sufficiently as the leader of the big business power bloc" (p. 540). 
Schweitzer describes the "collaborators" in the industrial relays, above all IG Farben, and 
among the military as being directly responsible - but even the "collaborators" were from then on 
only fellow travelers who "failed to investigate the true views of the Nazis" (p. 553). These 
theses and interpretations of facts do not need to be dealt with and refuted in detail here. In the 
meantime, a number of Marxist studies on the economic history of the pre-war and war years 
have been published. In the form of the book by Petzina already discussed, there is also a 
bourgeois work rich in material. A very clear judgment can therefore be made about 
Schweitzer's theory of the "second period" of the fascist dictatorship. As with his theory of the 
"first period", it is a gross misjudgment that contradicts the facts. It can have no other meaning 
than to portray monopolies and the generals, i.e. the actual ruling class, as followers, 
sometimes even as opponents, but at best as downright pitiable, deceived cheats who were 
duped by the fascist party and dragged into the adventurous fascist war policy against their will. 
23 
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In reality, "there can be no question of finance capital having lost overall power and influence in 
the state-monopoly system of rule of fascist Germany since 1936." 24 In the years 1936 to 1938 
there was only a change in leadership between state-monopoly groups, with the help of which 
the German imperialists oriented themselves towards the realization of the blitzkrieg concept 
and a correspondingly accelerated economic, military and political preparation for the war, and 
the internal structure of the state-monopoly system became more of this Adjust objectives. "At 
the outbreak of war, all the main forces and leading groups of German large industry and high 
finance were firmly anchored in the state monopoly control mechanism of the armaments and 
war economy. Representatives of the monopolies, the Reich Industry Group and the economic 
groups were everywhere at the controls of the economic, political and military power apparatus. 
"In the phase of immediate preparation for war, the objective tendency towards increasing 
concentration and centralization of state-monopoly regulatory power had become strongly 
noticeable and had prevailed, above all, in the form of the four-year plan. German imperialism 
appeared to be more eager for expansion and more aggressive than ever before."25 How 
smooth and quick the blatant apology and historical misunderstanding, which underpins 
Schweitzer's entire theoretical structure and ultimately translates into current anti-communist 
advice for the imperialists of the USA, West Germany and other countries, has already been 
shown at the beginning. This aggressive historical mentor of "social capitalism" compares the 
"collaboration" of the IG Farben group, which Schweitzer describes as highly reprehensible, with 
the peaceful activities of such capitalist businessmen today, which he insults as "exclusively 
profit-oriented and politically short-sighted". , trade with socialist countries (p. IX f.); The 
"communist rulers" today, like the fascists back then, are striving to undermine the positions and 
organizations of "private capitalism" with the methods of the "Trojan horse" (pg 555). 


As far as its theoretical basis is concerned, the last work discussed is a textbook example of the 
thesis we have already put forward that the so-called sociological-historical school of 
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historiography, even if it renounces the "totalitarianism" theory, cannot deny its close intellectual 
relationship with it and ultimately gets back to her. This inner relationship is based on the 
common basis of the idealistic view of history. Both theoretical variants of bourgeois fascism 
research deny the imperialist class function of fascism and its roots in the imperialist system. 
The "totalitarianism" theory explains the fascist dictatorship - when viewed mostly from a purely 
subjective, idealistic, "individualizing" perspective - as the creation of political or ideological 
"leaders" with "demonic" or other supernatural characteristics and presents these “leaders” as 
the ones solely responsible for terror, war and all other fascist crimes. For them, the 
phenomenon remains scientifically inexplicable; 

stated In this way, the theory becomes de facto scientifically bankrupt from the outset. 

The sociological-historical theory replaces or supplements the subjective-idealistic approach 
with the objective-idealistic approach - depending on whether the basic sociological categories, 
for example the "ideal types", are primarily or primarily as mental abstractions of certain real 
phenomena and processes imagined as reality be understood as pure "thought images", as 
fictions. The agnosticist basic feature of this theory systematized by Max Weber, Arthur 
Spiethoff and others, in which in its current form neo-Kantianist and neo-positivist elements are 
mixed, is unmistakable. It works out certain classes, groups and factors - such as the upper 
class, working class, middle class, economy, party, Wehrmacht, ministerial bureaucracy - which 
are further differentiated and broken down (large-scale industry, SS), and leaves them all as 
more or less "autonomous Groups" (Ernst Nolte) to be involved in the historical process. Such 
groups are now together with the respective ones "Interests" and "goals" that they pursue, like in 
a puzzle game, "can be combined in the most diverse ways and the overall historical process 
(is) largely manipulable in this way."26 According to this theory, as we have seen, the fascist 
dictatorship appears as a dictatorship of a "power holder", namely the fascist party, which 
asserts its exclusive claim to power over the other "power holders" and "power groups". The 
question of which social forces supported the dictatorship, whose interests it actually 
represented and whose goals it pursued also remains unanswered. Although this theory looks 
far more scientific, its final result in assessing the fascist period is very similar to that of the 
"conservative" proponents of the "totalitarianism" theory. The internal similarity of both variants 
of the bourgeois conception of fascism also means that they are not always clearly 
distinguishable and can sometimes be found in the same author. On the one hand, the classes, 
groups and power factors are "continually broken down and differentiated until only subjectivism 
and personalistic arbitrariness remain as principles for explaining historical processes"; on the 
other hand, "one power factor continues to allow the other, one 'autonomous group' to displace 
or disempower the other, until - as from Nolte to Schweitzer - the ‘party’ retains the field and the 
thesis of totalitarian party dictatorship is thus established."27 It It is not difficult to see that such 
a retreat to "overcome" positions is directly dictated by class, political motives and is intended to 
serve the defense and glorification of the existing imperialist order, the rule of monopolies and 
state-monopoly capitalism. A clear admission of this method in the most condensed form is 
contained in Nolte's remarks about "Behemoth", by Neumann which was published during the 
years of the Second World War. Nolte declares this work "the most knowledgeable and 
comprehensive analysis of National Socialism ... that has seen the light to date."28 He praises 
the theory of "largely autonomous groups" in his conception, which is already in the structure of 
the book becomes clear: party, army, bureaucracy and industry. Neumann had already admitted 
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the possibility that industry would be expropriated and that the party and army would ultimately 
remain: "But if he had been able to overlook the development of the Waffen SS, he would hardly 
have denied the possibility that after a victorious If the war had occurred, the party would have 
remained the only power factor and would have had absolute control over the economy. 29 The 
theoretical borrowings of bourgeois historians from bourgeois sociology are also increasingly 
being used in West German historiography. "It is a testament to the depth and extent of the 
crisis in bourgeois historical ideology when one today feels compelled to attack previously 
irrefutable historical-theoretical taboos..."30 We must not overlook the fact that the 
"sociological-historical" variant of historical apologetics has proven to be significant more elastic 
and easier to handle when it comes to "coping" with historical material than the old, 
"conservative" forms. With their help, it is often the first to "discover" that many historically 
relevant things have happened in recent history, including in the area of economic and social 
development. The thesis, for example, that the "economy" and in particular large-scale industry 
was not one of many "synchronized" instruments with which Hitler acted as he saw fit, but rather 
an at least temporarily independent "power bloc" and "holder of power", allows us to present a 
wealth of facts to take note of which, for the apologists of the "conservative" school, was not 
even allowed to exist, but which can no longer simply be ignored in view of the growing number 
of Marxist publications. However, such knowledge is usually processed in such a way that its 
existence appears to be "value-free", that is, class-indifferent, and any revolutionary application 
is excluded. If we want to make a prediction about this type of historical theory, we must expect 
that its importance and spread will grow in the future in view of the current political and 
ideological situation of imperialism. With this theory, bourgeois-imperialist historiography makes 
an adequate contribution to the theory of "industrial society", which, with its 
convergence-theoretical conclusions, forms "a kind of basic conceptual model for the currently 
dominant bourgeois representations of history from the emergence of capitalism to the 
present"31 and their philosophical and sociological ones Fundamentals - neo-positivism and 
structuralism - are identical to those of the historical theory mentioned. It fulfills an important 
dual function for the state monopoly system of monopoly rule in that it appears to be suitable 
both for modernizing the system and for ideologically securing monopoly power as well as for 
theoretical infiltration and ideological subversion in the service of imperialist "Ostpolitik" and 
neo-colonialism. With well-sounding scientific vocabulary and with the pseudo-democratic one 
due to its thoroughly anti-revolutionary content, it also corresponds to a high degree to the 
"image" needs of social democracy. It is therefore appropriate to devote increased attention to 
the "sociological-historical" direction in bourgeois historiography as a means of the imperialist 
reaction to theoretical softening and ideological and methodological subversion. 
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Dietrich Eichholtz 


On the part of the IG Farben group in the preparation of the Second World War. A document on 
the state monopoly war planning of fascist German imperialism. 
In: Yearbook for Economic History 11/1969. 


On April 28, 1939, a meeting of the so-called General Council of the Four-Year Plan took place 
in Berlin, at which Carl Krauch, member of the Board of Management and the Central 
Committee of IG Farbenindustrie AG, deputy head of the Reich Office for Economic Expansion 
and Goring's plenipotentiary "for special questions of chemical production" (Chemical Division), 
gave an extensive report on his activities in the field of economic war preparations. This 
top-secret report was submitted as evidence document EC-282 to the International Military 
Tribunal in Nuremberg and later to the American military tribunals, where trials were held 
against representatives of the Wehrmacht, business, SS institutions, authorities, etc. of fascist 
Germany. While it was not included in the printed materials of the main war crimes trial, it 
appeared in the hectographed materials of both the IG Farben trial and the Wilhelmstrasse trial 
in the prosecution's document books as evidence accepted by the court. It exists in this form in 
the German Central Archives in Potsdam, according to whose holdings it is quoted here and 
partially reprinted.2 The first Marxist studies are available on the genesis and character of the 
Four-Year Plan as a state-monopoly program of immediate economic preparation for imperialist 
war. The aim of this plan was to achieve "100% self-sufficiency in all areas in which this is 
possible. "4 This demand related primarily to fuel, rubber, iron ore and textile raw materials. The 
foreign currency saved was only to be used for armaments and, where unavoidable, for food. 5 
The plans envisaged a huge construction and production program. In addition to the armament 
programs of the Wehrmacht units, the four-year plan projects were now on an equal footing in 
the order of priority of allocation and financing. From the very beginning, but increasingly since 
the organizational restructuring and the plan revision in the summer of 1938, which will be 
discussed later, production and investment planning in the Four-Year Plan, as well as the 
implementation of the plans, were largely monopolized by representatives of the IG Farben 
Group. Chemical investments accounted for 91.5 percent of total investments. Even in the first 
year 1936/37, the Group accounted for 66.5 percent of total industrial investment, 72.7 percent 
of investment in the chemical sector including mineral oil production, and 85.7 percent excluding 
mineral oil production. 6 This concentration of armaments profits, of monopolistic and 
state-monopolistic power, which the Four-Year Plan brought to the company, was 
unprecedented in German history. 

The direct links to the Nazi Party, which Carl Duisberg and Carl Bosch had already established 
some time before 1933 through their "young people" such as Ilgner, Gattineau and Butefisch (as 
and Butefisch, were expanded into a solid network of state monopoly influence after the transfer 
of power to Hitler. Carl Krauch, one of the most accomplished and unscrupulous of the younger 
directors of the group, played an outstanding role in safeguarding the group's interests in this 
regard. Above all, Bosch left the important connection to the Reich Aviation Ministry, which led 
to Goring, in Krauch's reliable hands. When the last barriers to rearmament - including in the air 
force - fell in 1935, the company's state monopoly activities reached new heights, and in the 
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period that followed, Krauch was able to achieve extraordinarily far-reaching results as a "key 
advisor to Göring "8. While the IG Farben Group had already used the term "Four-Year Plan" for 
its comprehensive state-monopoly restructuring programs and proposals in 1933, Krauch was 
now one of the main initiators of the Four-Year Plan policy - again primarily in the person of 
Krauch and his close associates. He inspired and drafted, at least in part, Hitler's Four-Year 
Plan memorandum of August 26, 1936 and was already the spiritus rector of Géring's 
authorization as Commissar for Raw Materials and Foreign Exchange in April 1936. The direct 
war strategy of Germany's largest corporation, which was also pursued by numerous other 
leading monopolies such as Flick, Krupp, Röchling, Mannesmann, the Hermann-Goring-Werke 
and the major banks, presented itself directly and unmistakably in 1938, when the concept and 
organizational structure of the four-year plan changed on the initiative and with the leading 
participation of |G Farben. It was Krauch and his staffs in the Four-Year Plan Authority and in 
the Group itself who formally enforced these changes with brute force. At the beginning of the 
year, he brought down Colonel Löb, then head of the Antes fur deutsche Roh- und Werkstoffe, 
the most important authority within the four-year plan organization. The Ant was absorbed into 
the newly founded Reichsstelle fur Wirtschaftsausbau, of which Krauch became the de facto 
head. But the group wanted more. He pushed for a central armaments coordination and 
command center with extraordinary powers, over which he intended to exert decisive influence. 
In June, presumably with Goring's knowledge and approval, Krauch ordered an official letter 
from the company to himself, which Otto Ambros, one of his confidants, sent to him on June 27, 
1938. Ambros' letter contained the state monopoly program of the monopoly grouping and the 
IG Farben Group: "A single responsible body must be created, in the manner of the English 
Ministry of Defense, which decides all questions of research, planning, financing and contractual 
regulation and the supervision of the export and which has validity as a voice for (probably 
instead of: the - D. E.) Wehrmacht and all responsible Reich ministries. As a preparatory 
committee, this above-mentioned body should form a board of trustees consisting of responsible 
representatives of the army, the Reich Ministry of Finance, the Reich Office for Economic 
Development and industry, which, like the 'Defense Council’ in the World War, would draw up 
the proposals and submit them for decision. This council directs the providence (must mean: 
research - D. E.) and determines the planning, especially the order of the projects. The Ministry 
of Defense then arranges the financing and contractual regulation through the Ministry of 
Economics and the execution, material procurement, the use of labor, the regulation of the 
tasks, etc., through the office of the four-year plan, i.e., through the government agency for the 
expansion of military technology. What we need, if the German rearmament is to be carried out 
in the necessary tempo and according to national principles, is that only one responsible body 
faces us. "10 It is not difficult to read from this document the 1G Farben Group's absolute claim 
to leadership in the required armaments and war economy organization. It intended to exercise 
this claim primarily through the Reichsstelle fur Wirtschaftsausbau (Reich Office for Economic 
Expansion) and also through delegates from the company itself in the aforementioned supreme 
board of trustees or defense council. The company did not fully implement this program. But it 
did succeed in considerably expanding and stabilizing its position in the state monopoly 
apparatus in the field of chemistry, especially at the expense of the Wehrmacht agencies. On 
June 30, 1938, the "Krauchplan", after its confirmation by Goring on July 12 also called the 
"Karinhallplan" and officially the "Wehrwirtschaftlicher neuer Erzeugungsplan", replaced the 
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previous extensive plans of the Amt fur deutsche Roh- und Werkstoffe in view of their obvious 
failure. The new plan set itself the "goal of direct preparation for mobilization"; it meant "a shift 
from the relatively broad conception of the plan to concentration on only a few products 
important to the war effort". 11 The Krauchplan was limited to strongly accelerated programs for 
the expansion of the production of mineral oil, buna and light metals, but also included the 
production program for powder, explosives and warfare agents (i.e. poisonous gases, above all 
lost and their precursors). It was designed to run for four years (until 1942/43), so that the 
original four-year plan had de facto become a six-year plan. But the German imperialists did not 
intend to put their expansion and war plans on hold for years. The plan figures for powder, 
explosives and poison gas formed a special part of the Krauchplan, the so-called Schnellplan 
für Pulver, Spreng- und Kampfstoffe und chemische Vorprodukte. Initially, this rapid plan was to 
be completed in 1941, but the deadline was very soon shortened to around a third ("18-month 
plan"), while the plan figures were increased - as they were several times thereafter. In the 
version of August 13, 1938, Krauch had envisaged the extreme acceleration of the plan projects 
up to the autumn of 1939 and thus set a possible date for the start of the war: "In the opinion of 
the agencies involved and the industry carrying out the plan, the maximum possibility of 
increase has been exhausted by the fall of 1939 ... From now on, the present rapid plan is the 
common basis for the further course of action of all the agencies involved. By the end of 1939, 
capacity will be increased in accordance with the rapid plan to such an extent that the greatest 
German production potential achieved during the world war will be attained in all areas ... The 
implementation of the Rapid Plan is only possible if very special (wartime) powers are given to 
the agency responsible for its implementation. "12 In the "summary" of the original rapid plan of 
June 30, 1938 - barely three days after receiving the letter from Ambros - Krauch had already 
demanded the corresponding powers for himself: "It must be noted quite explicitly that the 
accelerated expansion plan reproduced here can only be realized if a fundamentally new and 
streamlined combination of planning and implementation takes place in a single hand. "13 This 
demand was now fulfilled in its entirety with Krauch's appointment by Goring as Plenipotentiary 
General for Special Questions of Chemical Production (Chemical Division): 

"| hereby appoint you as my plenipotentiary for the production of mineral oil, rubber and light 
metals, of gunpowder and explosives as well as for the production of chemical warfare agents. It 
is your task to promote the implementation of the production programs with every possible 
emphasis, to continuously monitor the work in progress, to remove any obstacles to it as quickly 
as possible and to ensure all the necessary conditions for its proper continuation. As my 
authorized representative, you wish to act only personally and not be represented in this 
respect. If your activities encounter difficulties that cannot be resolved in any other way, you 
must report them to me without delay so that | can take the necessary decisions. | request that 
any instructions you issue in your capacity as plenipotentiary be communicated to the head of 
the Reich Office for Economic Development, Major Czimatis, if the matter is of major or 
fundamental importance, and that he be kept informed of your current activities as 
plenipotentiary. | reserve the right to issue written instructions to the highest Reich authorities 
and the Reich Governors and Chief Presidents. Your position and your area of responsibility in 
the Reich Office for Economic Expansion remain unaffected. "14 The same date as Krauch's 
authorization was on Goring's "Order for the Implementation of the New Military Economic 
Production Plan and the Rapid Plan" 15, which officially transferred the overall management of 
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the planning to Krauch and largely subordinated the previously all-powerful Wehrmacht 
agencies (Army Weapons Office and Military Economic Staff) to him in all affected areas. 

The General Council of the Four-Year Plan, to which Krauch submitted the first comprehensive 
activity report in April 1939 in his capacity as the Chemistry Division, had already been 
established in the first phase of the Four-Year Plan (1936/37) as an organ for coordinating the 
activities of the highest Reich authorities in terms of the Four-Year Plan projects. It mainly 
comprised the state secretaries of the specialist departments as members and the other office 
and group heads of the Four-Year Plan organization itself as further participants. It met relatively 
frequently, at times weekly, unlike the sluggish and barely functioning committee, and 
presumably as a substitute for it. 

The General Council, which was officially mentioned and confirmed for the first time in February 
1938, had the following members: Göring (chairman), State Secretary Paul Körner (deputy 
chairman), State Secretary Brich Neumann (managing director), State Secretaries Brinkmann 
and Posse (later replaced by Landfried), Backe, Alpers and Kleinmann, Hinrich Himmler, Reich 
Prize Commissioner Josef Wagner, Wilhelm Keppler, Friedrich Syrup, the Ministerial Directors 
Mansfeld, v. Jagwitz and Schmeer and the Major Generals V. Hanneken and Löb (both 
temporarily in the Reich Ministry of Economics). It can be assumed that the meeting on April 28, 
1939 was attended by a whole series of other general officials, heads of authorities, military 
officers, experts and specialists. 

While the concrete war aims and war planning of the leading German monopolies and 
especially the IG Farben group have recently been the subject of several investigations, the 
direct involvement of German monopoly capital in the immediate preparations for war and the 
actual war planning has so far only been insufficiently documented. In the form of the document 
reproduced here, there is now absolutely clear proof that Germany's largest corporation 
deliberately and with almost scientific precision prepared for war - and even more, that it 
cold-bloodedly and brutally calculated for a world war, a war against "almost the entire rest of 
the world". Furthermore, the document shows in all clarity how "peaceful" penetration and 
military expansion are outflows of the same imperialist aggressiveness, the same worldwide 
ambitions of monopoly capital. As the core of the state-monopoly four-year plan grouping, which 
also included the major banks and other leading corporations such as Flick, Krupp, Röch-ling, 
Mannesmann and the Reichswerke, the IG Farben group was the prototype of the most 
aggressive and reactionary elements of German finance capital, who wanted to establish their 
rule over the world with the help of the fascist regime. 

August v. Knieriem, chief lawyer and board member of the IG Farben group, accused as a war 
criminal together with Krauch in Nuremberg, but acquitted by the US military court, denies any 
participation of the monopolies in the preparation of the war of aggression In his book on the 
Nuremberg succession trials18, in which he has added every conceivable legal clause and 
subtlety of German law to whitewash monopolies and generals, he rejoices that the verdict in 
the IG Farben trial "expressly states that even those defendants who were involved in the 
four-year plan recognized that, apart from strengthening Germany, they were taking part in the 
process of destroying Germany for urtrigo The document reprinted here makes it easy to gauge 
the maliciousness of the verdict and Knierien's apology. 

Open apology, coupled with the usual tactic of concealment, is also the tenor of Birkenfeld's 
standard West German work on the history of synthetic fuel from 1933 to 1945.20 It was written 
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under the patronage and direct guidance of IG Farben top pensioner Carl Krauch. With such a 
key informant, it is no wonder that there can be no question of objective scientific truth-finding in 
this book and that Birkenfeld, although he knows the documents, has suppressed all facts 
incriminating the monopolies. The genesis of the document printed here and the full implications 
of its content only become fully clear against the background of the general political situation 
that had just been created by the invasion of German troops in Prague. The rapid succession of 
annexations by fascist German imperialism and, in particular, the liquidation of the 
Czechoslovak Republic had tensed the international political atmosphere to breaking point. 
Germany's ruling circles were faced with outraged public opinion in almost the entire world. 
Although they intended to continue their policy of violent blackmail and deceptive maneuvers for 
as long as possible, they also calculated their options in the war that was now inevitably 
approaching in view of their insatiable desire for expansion and conquest and prepared 
themselves for it. The euphoria of easy success that had taken hold after the Munich 
Agreement21 gave way to the need for a closer examination of the opportunities and tactical 
possibilities in war and economic warfare. Krauch had subjected his armaments program and 
the state-monopoly power mechanism he headed to such an examination, and he was 
determined to accelerate the front pole nic lung to the utmost, to use all available means of 
power, and to create all available domestic and foreign sources of power as quickly as possible 
in order to be economically prepared for the (Bitz-) World War, which was clearly defined as 
such, within the shortest possible time. For this he found sharp horte of brutal openness. With 
coldly cynical pathos, he concluded by speaking of the "blood sacrifices" in the planned war and 
even conjured up the "bitter end" of this war in the event that his plans and demands for even 
more comprehensive and concentrated dictatorial power were not met - full of rhetorical 
demagoguery, with a macabre aftertaste of involuntary realism. 

The closest connection, indeed meticulous overlap, between the line that Krauch drew in his 
report and the official and official foreign policy of the regime in the following months of 1939 
has been demonstrated in particular in the person and mission of Helmuth Wohlthat.22 The 
same Wohlthat had also brought about and signed the German-Romanian state and economic 
treaty of March 23, 1939 ("Wohlthat Agreement"), which Krauch repeatedly praised and whose 
extraordinary, exemplary significance for German imperialism and its impending war was also 
appreciated by the General Staff. 

The special role that was intended for the Soviet Union in the planned war should also be 
pointed out here. In his report, Krauch spoke of a future "exploitation of Eastern European 
mineral oils", and in his "Conclusion" he hinted at the infamous strategy of a new Eastern 
expansion under fascist auspices, in which trade was to be followed in the foreseeable future by 
the swastika flag and SS boots. The line of future fascist policy was sketched out here: 
Expansion of relations with the Soviet Union, especially trade relations, which until then had 
been reduced to a minimum; later, during the war, at the first opportunity that presented itself, 
the forcible integration of the USSR as a "space to be secured by military means" into the "large 
economic space" of the fascist bloc. 24 

The archival provenance of the Krauch report cannot be determined with certainty according to 
the available trial copy. The document probably comes from Krauch's files, i.e. from the IG 
Farben corporate archives or from the archives of the Reich Office for Economic Expansion. 
This is supported by the structure of the document as well as the second copy (the first was 
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most likely sent to Goring) and, above all, the fact that large parts are marked as a draft of the 
report, dated April 20/21, 1939. 

The archive find is a file fascicle of 79 sheets, which was copied consecutively from the cover 
page for the purpose of the trial. The fact that the pages of the original draft of April 20/21 were 
apparently supplemented with new or corrected text or replaced with newly written pages by 
Krauch during the editing of the draft and the drafting of the final report text was not taken into 
account. In addition, the file volume contains several pages of special notes, statistical lists and 
planning documents dated April 28 and 29, i.e. added later (pp. 3 - 9, 15 - 17). The actual text of 
the report comprises as its first bullet points "General objectives" (B1. 10 ff.) and "Consumption 
and production of fuels, rubber, light metals and textiles since the beginning of the four-year 
plan" (B1. 13 ff.). He then goes on to deal with general problems of the planning process (steel 
conti~ Bent, financing). The subsequent detailed report on the development of the individual 
work areas of the Chemical Division since Krauch's authorization in the summer of 1938 is 
divided into the sections "Mineral Oil" (pp. 28 ff.), "Rubber" (B1. 71 ff.), "Light metals" (B1. 79 
ff.), "Energy supply" (B1, 87 ff.) and "Powder, explosives, chemical warfare agents, preliminary 
products" (B1. 91 ff.). This is followed by "Conclusion" (B1. 114 ff.) and "Summary" (B1. 118). 
Published here are the "General objective", two pages from the section "Consumption and own 
production...", the final pages from the section "Mineral81", the second, larger part of the section 
"Powder, explosives, chemical warfare agents, preliminary products" and, running continuously 
in the text, above all the "Final consideration" and the "Summary". Editing was required for the 
final part of the section "Powders, explosives, chemical warfare agents, precursors" (B1. 105 - 
113). Krauch apparently streamlined and revised these pages during the final editing of his 
report. Not organized in the document, two versions stood out from each other, which can be 
separated and contrasted with sufficient precision by means of source-critical analysis. The first 
version represents the draft of the report, while the second is the final version, most likely edited 
for the lecture and, above all, abridged. The first version contains more detailed arguments. The 
text is partly pessimistic in tone; Krauch emphasizes certain obstacles to forced armament and 
complains about resistance from civilian and military authorities to the programs of the 
Chemistry Division. The second, shorter version appears tighter and more pointed: After the 
shortening, the sober statements and details have remained. What is surprising and highly 
revealing, however, is the difference in the conclusions and final demands of the two versions of 
this part. In the first, it is recommended that "at least" the fulfillment of the programs already 
curtailed due to quota cuts should be guaranteed, and it is proposed to return to the original 
plan in the last quarter of 1939 and to examine whether its expansion would not be possible in 
the foreseeable future. In the second version, on the other hand, Krauch categorically 
demanded that the original plans be implemented immediately at the planned pace and that 
preparations be made without delay to triple the old plan targets. The first, more detailed version 
is reproduced below. The repetition of Krauch's total requirements calculation for powder and 
explosives in the second version with changed figures and in a different place is reproduced in 
square brackets in the appropriate place. The final part of both versions is then compared. 25 
Throughout the document, obvious spelling and punctuation errors have been tacitly corrected, 
all emphasis in the text has been omitted and omissions marked by periods. 
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[Sorry didnt translate the document itself, | didnt realize it was there. Luckily | found the article 
on sci hub, so you can just throw the document into google translate yourself if you’re 
interested] 


https://sci-hub.ru/https://doi.org/10.1524/jbwg.1969.10.2.83 
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